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Information for the Reader

The County Department of Public Works has requested that an analysis of the potential future SA
330 extension between Montecito Road and Main Street (SR 67) be completed. Although this
extension is not proposed as part of the Montecito Ranch Project, information regarding anticipated
design and environmental effects are provided within the EIR for review and comment in Section
5.8.6 of the EIR. Interested readers are referred to page 5-25 of this EIR for a detailed analysis of the
potential future SA 330 extension.

This appendix provides technical noise and drainage modeling required for the analysis of the potential
future SA 330 extension, as well as stormwater management best management practices and
requirements. For the analyses on Resource Protection Ordinance compliance; biological, cultural,
and agricultural resources; and aesthetics, readers are referred to the text in Section 5.8.6 of the EIR.



SA 330 EXTENSION:

NOISE INFORMATION



APPENDIX C

NOISE CONTOUR MODEL INPUTS AND CALCULATIONS
(ROADWAY DESIGN OPTION 1)



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenatrio: Existing Conditions
Road Name: SR-78
Road Segment: Ash St. - Haverford Rd.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch ‘
Job Number: 4568 |
Analyst: A. Stalker ‘

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS |

Highway Data

Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) |

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 9,700 vehicles Autos: 10 ‘
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 ‘
Peak Hour Volume: 970 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 |
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph “Vehicle Mix l
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type Day iEvening‘} Night T Daily |
Site Data B - Autos:  80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier ,.,e,-éh,_. 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%)
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%‘
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet 'Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ‘4
Ce7terli7e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pc’.id).‘ 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 ‘
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o 3 ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) \
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 |
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 \
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ]
VehicleType REMEL Traffic FlowL Distance Finite Road |  Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -1.73 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -15.44 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -18.45 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuatiAOz) - - - |
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day LeqEvening | LeqNight — Ldn CNEL
Autos: 61.3 59.5 55.0 52.9 60.9 61.1
Medium Trucks: 58.8 57.0 52.5 50.4 58.4 58.6
Heavy Trucks: 61.1 59.3 54.7 52.7 60.6 60.9
Vehicle Noise: 65.3 63.5 59.0 56.9 64.9 65.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 34 106 336 1,063
CNEL: 36 114 360 1,137

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: SR-78
Road Segment: Ash St. - Olive St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

_Highway Data .
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 10,200 vehicles

Peak Hour Percentage: 10%
Peak Hour Volume: 1,020 vehicles

 Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
| Autos: 10
Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10

Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet - VehicleType Day LEvenin guVight l Daily
‘Site Data - ' Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" BarrierHeight: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centferline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet "Noise Source E)&Tﬁéﬁ%‘fg) I T
Cer{terl/n.e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/statnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet - o . o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) -
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

Barrier Atten| Berm Atten

Vehicle Type I REMEL Traffic Flow “ Distance  Finite Road Fresnel
Autos: 66.51 -1.51 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -15.22 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -18.23 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
7Unrh'i?i57artédfl\i5'ise Levels (without‘ T;po and barrier attenuation) -
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn CNEL ‘
Autos: 61.5 59.8 55.2 53.1 61.1 61.4
Medium Trucks: 59.0 57.2 52.7 50.6 58.6 58.9
Heavy Trucks: 61.3 59.5 55.0 52.9 60.8 61.1
Vehicle Noise: 65.5 63.7 59.2 571 65.1 65.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) N
! 70 dBA | 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 35 112 353 1,118
CNEL: 38 120 378 1,196

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions

Project Name: Montecito Ranch

Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Olive St. - Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data | Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) B
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 10,700 vehicles Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% ‘ Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 J
Peak Hour Volume: 1,070 vehicles ‘ Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 }
Vehic/e.Speed.j 40 mph [ Vehicle Mix 4 J
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 1 VehicleType Day ‘ Evening, Night ‘ Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%[
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 2.00%)

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet

moise Source Elevations (in feet)

Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet

Autos: 0.000

Barrier D/sta.nce fo Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees - Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees ‘ Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance ' Finite Road | Fresne/ﬁi1 Barrier Atten ' Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -1.30 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -15.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.16 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -18.02 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) ‘
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ’ Leq Day 1 Leq Evening |  Leq Night Ldn i ﬁC‘NEE,_~
Autos: 61.7 60.0 55.4 53.3 61.3 61.6
Medium Trucks: 59.2 57.5 52.9 50.8 58.8 59.1
Heavy Trucks: 61.5 59.7 55.2 53.1 61.0 61.3
Vehicle Noise: 65.7 64.0 59.4 57.3 65.3 65.6
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ladn: 37 ' 117 371 1,173
CNEL: 40 125 397 1,254

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: 10th St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568

Road Segment: Main St. (SR-67) - H St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - ' Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 7,000 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% | Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 700 vehicles ‘ Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph | Vericie Mix —
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet }* Vehicl eTyEé ‘ Day EV enin g‘ Nibﬁf ‘ : DW
Site Data - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
o Barrier Height: 0.0 feet o Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet "Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.ter/ir.re Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer. 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet | , o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road ] Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -3.10 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -16.85 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 -0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -22.87 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
7hr}1iii§éted Noise Levels (wiﬂ;aut Tb;:b angbia?rirer)aﬁendétion) " - 7J
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour l LeqDay | Leq Evening ] Leq Night Ldn | CNEL ‘
Autos: 59.9 58.2 53.6 51.5 59.5 59.8
Medium Trucks: 57.4 55.6 51.1 49.0 56.9 57.2
Heavy Trucks: 56.6 54.9 50.3 48.2 56.2 56.5
Vehicle Noise: 63.0 61.2 56.7 54.6 62.5 62.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) ’T
70 dBA 65 dBA 600BA |  55dBA
Ldn: 20 63 198 626
CNEL: 21 67 212 669

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-78) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: 7th St. - 3rd St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 23,300 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,330 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 55 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet ‘ Vehicle Type Day ‘ Evening| Night ‘ Daily
Site Data o Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ‘
Cen.ter/ir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ‘ Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 ‘
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet | ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) (
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 }
Left View:  -90.0 degrees " Medium Trucks: 109.869 |
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 |
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ?
Vehicle Type ‘ REMEL Traffic Flovu Distance Finite Road \ Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 71.78 0.70 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -13.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -16.03 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) 7 B }
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour J Leq Day ! Leq Evening \ Leq NightA_ 4dn i CNEL
Autos: 69.0 67.2 62.7 60.6 68.5 68.8
Medium Trucks: 65.9 64.1 59.6 57.5 65.5 65.8
Heavy Trucks: 66.9 65.1 60.6 58.5 66.4 66.7
Vehicle Noise: 72.2 70.5 65.9 63.8 71.8 721
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 166 525 1,660 5,248
CNEL: 178 561 1,775 5,614

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: 10th St. - Montecito Rd. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data ... | SiteConditions (Hard = 10, Soft= 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 29,500 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% i Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,950 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 55 mph “Venhicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type " Day iEvening Nightj Daily
sitepata | Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
 BarierHeight: 00 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet : Noise Source Elevations (in feet) B )
Cer{terlin'e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet | Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet | Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet 'Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) -
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 §
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees . Heavy Trucks: 109.877 ‘
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow j Distance Finite Road Fresnel ; Barrier Atten} Berm Atten
Autos: 71.78 1.72 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -11.99 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -156.00 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType Leq Peak [—Iggrj LeqDay  LeqEvening | Leq Night ~ Ldn CNEL
Autos: 70.0 68.2 63.7 61.6 69.6 69.9
Medium Trucks: 66.9 65.2 60.6 58.5 66.5 66.8
Heavy Trucks: 67.9 66.1 61.6 59.5 67.5 67.8
Vehicle Noise: 73.2 715 66.9 64.8 72.8 73.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) | j
70 dBA “ 65 dBA 60 dBA | 55 dBA
Ldn: 210 664 2,101 6,645
CNEL: 225 711 2,248 7,108

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch |
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568

Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Hunter St. Analyst: A. Stalker \
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS 7
Highway Data - Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) - ﬁ
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 27,300 vehicles Autos: 10 “
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 ‘

Peak Hour Volume: 2,730 vehicles i Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed.: 55 mph Vehicle Mix |
Near/Far Lami Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type Day \ Evening Night ‘ Daily |
Site Data e - Autos: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%}
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%

' Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ‘

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet

tertin Autos:  0.000 |
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks:  8.006  Grade Adjustment: 0.0 }
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o |

Road Elevation: 0.0 feet . Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) |

Road Grade: 0.0% Autos:  109.950 |

Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |

Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 J

FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType | REMEL  Traffic Flow | Distance  Finite Road |  Fresnel | Barrier Atten | Berm Atten

Autos: 71.78 1.38 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -12.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -15.34 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
"Unmitigated Noise Levels (wiil;aut Topo and barrier attenuation) R ]
VehicleType J Leq Peak Hour | Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 69.7 67.9 63.4 61.3 69.2 69.5
Medium Trucks: 66.6 64.8 60.3 58.2 66.2 66.4
Heavy Trucks: 67.6 65.8 61.3 59.2 67.1 67.4
Vehicle Noise: 72.9 71.2 66.6 64.5 725 72.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) |
70dBA | 65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 194 615 1,945 6,149
CNEL: 208 658 2,080 6,578

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Hunter St.- Proposed SA-330 Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data 7 o Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adf): 27,000 vehicles ‘ Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage. 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,700 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix B ]
Near/Far szne D/stanc§. 7 1?jeet VehicleType Day ‘ Evening‘ Night W‘ Daily
Site Data - - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%!
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet T Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 ; Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%

i
-

Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet

Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Autos: 0.000

Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet | Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet - )
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ' Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees " Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees 1 Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance  Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 2.72 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -10.99 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.00 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
7Uhmitigated' Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier gﬁéhll?tfdrg - - ]
VehicleType J Leq Peak Hour{ Leq Da)L . Leq Evening 4 LeqN/ght - Lgnr o CNEL o
Autos: 65.7 64.0 59.4 57.3 65.3 65.6
Medium Trucks: 63.2 61.5 56.9 54.8 62.8 63.1
Heavy Trucks: 65.5 63.7 59.2 571 65.1 654
Vehicle Noise: 69.7 68.0 63.4 61.3 69.3 69.6
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA |  65dBA 60dBA |  55dBA
Ldn: 94 296 936 2,959
CNEL: 100 317 1,001 3,165

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Thursday, May 31, 2007

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Proposed SA-330 - Highland Vall Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data ] . Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 27,000 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,700 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed.‘ 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType ' Day ‘ Evening! Night [ Dail}f
‘Site Data ' Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.ter/ir'ie Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 |
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297 [
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 “
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) ‘
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance \ Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten} Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 2.72 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -10.99 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.00 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) - i
VehicleType T Leq Peak Hour ‘ Leq Day Leq Evening Léeq Night Ldn | CNEL ‘
Autos: 65.7 64.0 59.4 57.3 65.3 65.6
Medium Trucks: 63.2 61.5 56.9 54.8 62.8 63.1
Heavy Trucks: 65.5 63.7 59.2 57.1 65.1 65.4
Vehicle Noise: 69.7 68.0 63.4 61.3 69.3 69.6
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) |
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 94 296 936 2,959
CNEL: 100 317 1,001 3,165



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Highland Valley Rd.- Archie Moor Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - _ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft=15) ]
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 24,000 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,400 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle'Speed: 40 mph | Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 7\/7éh/:cﬂIéTypéi D ay J Evenin g} Nfght D é)’ljf
Site Data S Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
 Barrier ;;;gh,: 7777 0.0 feet N Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet ' Noise Source Elevations ()’h feet) T
Cen.terlir?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet - -
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) B
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow J Distance | Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 2.21 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -11.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.51 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) -
VehicleType I Leq Peak Hoyd 7 ' LeqDay | Leq Evening ‘ Leg Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 65.2 63.5 58.9 56.8 64.8 65.1
Medium Trucks: 62.7 61.0 56.4 54.3 62.3 62.6
Heavy Trucks: 65.0 63.2 58.7 56.6 64.6 64.8
Vehicle Noise: 69.2 67.5 62.9 60.8 68.8 69.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) \
70 dBA | 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 83 263 832 2,630
CNEL: 89 281 890 2,813

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch

Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568 1
Road Segment: Archie Moore Rd. - Poway Rd Analyst: A. Stalker

|
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS ‘
Highway Data ~ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) ]
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 25,000 vehicles Autos: 10 J\
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10 ‘
Peak Hour Volume: 2,500 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 |
Vehic/e.Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix | - w
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 7 Vehic/reType " Day !Evening‘ Night ; Daily |
Site Data - - L Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%

!
;
Autos: 0.000 |

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet s
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet

Barrier Distance to Observer. 10.0 feet Medium Trucks:  2.297 ‘
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks:  8.006  Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet - - - S
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)

Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 |
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 ‘
FHWA Noise Model Calculations }

VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road J Fresnel | Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 2.38 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -11.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.34 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
WUthitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) - - - ;
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour " Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 654 636 591 570 650 653
Medium Trucks: 62.9 61.1 56.6 54.5 62.5 62.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.2 63.4 58.8 56.8 64.7 65.0
Vehicle Noise: 69.4 67.6 63.1 61.0 69.0 69.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) \

70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 87 274 866 2,740
CNEL: 93 293 927 2,931

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way
Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Montecito Ranch

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data -
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 600 vehicles

| Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Aulos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 60 vehicles | Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph 1 Venhicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet  VehicleType | Day |Evening| Night | Daily |
Site Data. Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier; 100.0 feet
Centerline Dist. to Observer: 110.0 feet

Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet

Road Grade: 0.0%

Left View:  -90.0 degrees
Right View: 90.0 degrees

‘ S S
Noise Source Elevations (in feet)

Autos: 0.000

Medium Trucks: 2.297

Heavy Trucks:

} Lane ‘Equivalent Distanceﬁ{ feét)

8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0

Autos: 109.950

| Medium Trucks: 109.869
Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType w REMEL Traffic Flowi Distance

Finite Road Fresnel [ Barrier Atten | Berm Atten

Autos: 66.51 -13.77 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -27.52 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -33.54 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unnwgétéd Noise 7L?éi;(|)viihguf T&pgoﬁ and barrier attenuation) N J
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ LeqDay ' Leq Evening \ Leqg Night Lan CNEL ;
Autos: 49.3 47.5 42.9 40.9 48.8 49.1
Medium Trucks: 46.7 44.9 40.4 38.3 46.3 46.6
Heavy Trucks: 46.0 44.2 39.6 37.6 45.5 45.8
Vehicle Noise: 52.3 50.6 46.0 43.9 51.9 52.2
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
‘ 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 2 5 17 54
CNEL: 2 6 18 57

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch \
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way Job Number: 4568 }
Road Segment: Montecito Rd.- Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker |
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS |
Highway Data | Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) ) ‘
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 0 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 |
Peak Hour Volume: 0 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 |
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
1 : — — |
Near/Far Fane Lz{stance. 12 feet - VehicleType ) Day ‘ Evening Night ‘ Daily |
Site Data 7 o Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%!
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%‘
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%!

Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet *@gé‘ Source Elevations (in feet) **“

Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 ‘

Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297

Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: ~ 8.006  Grade Adjustment: 0.0 |
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet L o - ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) 1
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos:  109.950 }
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 |
!
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ‘3

Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road = Fresnel J Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -51.55 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -65.31 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -71.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
7Uﬁ~r;1§ig’ate4d7\)37sfe Leve)é—(Without Topo and Bzr;)'gfattenuation) B 1

VehicleTypej Leq Peak Hour‘ Leq Day Leq Evening ‘ Leqg Night Ldn . CNEL
Autos: 11.5 9.7 5.2 3.1 11.0 11.3
Medium Trucks: 8.9 7.2 26 0.5 8.5 8.8
Heavy Trucks: 8.2 6.4 1.9 -0.2 7.7 8.0
Vehicle Noise: 14.5 12.8 8.2 6.1 14.1 14.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) |

70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 0 | 0 0 0
CNEL: 0 0 0 0

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Project West Access to Montecito Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - - Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft=15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 0 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 0 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type D ay } Evenin Q\-Ni gh?ﬂ’h DE)'/T
Site Data - " Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 9500%)
o Ba,,,-e,;;,-gh,_. 0.0 feet i Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%|
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet hloirse Source Elevations (in feet) '
Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet L . o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet i Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade:  0.0% | Autos: 109.950
Left View: -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType \ REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road Fresnel J Barrier Atten | Berm Atten

Autos: 66.51 -51.55 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -65.31 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -71.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (with?ut 'fopo and barrier'.'attenuation) - - ]
Jaﬁii:leType Leq Eegk Hour[ Leq Day | Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn (ﬁ CNEL i
Autos: 11.5 9.7 5.2 3.1 11.0 11.3
Medium Trucks: 8.9 7.2 26 0.5 8.5 8.8
Heavy Trucks: 8.2 6.4 1.9 -0.2 7.7 8.0
Vehicle Noise: 14.5 12.8 8.2 6.1 14.1 14.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) / : ]
: . 70dBA | 65dBA 60dBA | 55dBA
Ldn: 0 0 0 0
CNEL: 0 0 0 0

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran
Road Segment: Between Main Project Access Poi

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt):

Autos: 10
Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10

0 vehicles
Peak Hour Percentage: 10%
Peak Hour Volume: 0 vehicles
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet
siteData
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet
Centerline Dist, to Observer:  110.0 feet
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Grade: 0.0%
Left View: -90.0 degrees
Right View: 90.0 degrees

Vehicle Mix

| VehicleType | Day |Evening| Night | Daily

| Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%

‘ Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

. Noise Source Elevations (iniféét)”

Autos: 0.000
Medium Trucks: 2.297
Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0

'VL;EEquivEEﬁf 'D'iStanceM(in feef)
109.950
109.869

109.877

Autos:
Medium Trucks:
Heavy Trucks:

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow } Distance | Finite Road ] Fresnel l Barrier Attenl Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -51.55 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -65.31 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -71.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Uhmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour\ Leq Day e Leq ﬂenihg . Leq Night Ldn CNEE ]
Autos: 11.5 9.7 5.2 3.1 11.0 11.3
Medium Trucks: 8.9 7.2 2.6 0.5 8.5 8.8
Heavy Trucks: 8.2 6.4 1.9 -0.2 7.7 8.0
Vehicle Noise: 14.5 12.8 8.2 6.1 141 14.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) B o -
70 dBA 1 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 0 0 0 0
CNEL: 0 0 0 0

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: Ash St.
Road Segment: East Project Access - Pine St. (S

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

. Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 500 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 50 vehicles | Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speea: 40 mph | Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day ! Evening' Night | Daily |
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cerfterliﬁe Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ‘
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ' Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ‘
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance  Finite Road |  Fresnel | Barrier Atten ] Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -14.56 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -28.32 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -34.34 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Leq Peak Hour ’ LeqDay | Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 48.5 46.7 421 40.1 48.0 - 48.3
Medium Trucks: 45.9 44 .2 39.6 37.5 45.5 458
Heavy Trucks: 45.2 43.4 38.8 36.8 447 45.0
Vehicle Noise: 51.5 49.8 45.2 43.1 51.1 514
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA | 65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 1 4 14 45
CNEL: 2 5 15 48

Thursday, May 31, 2007




FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenatrio: Existing Conditions
Road Name: Ash St.
Road Segment: Pine St.(SR-78) - EIm St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

500 vehicles

Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 50 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Veh/'cle.Speed: 40 mph ; Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet ‘ Vehicl eTyp e D ayiﬁ[wl'_—"}/énlr’né} ﬁlf\rlfiaﬁffﬁb a ify ‘
Site Data -  Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
' Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%1
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet }‘ Noise Source Elevations (in feet) f
Cer?ter/in'e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 T ]
Barrier D/stefnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet s
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet 'Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ‘
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow ] Distance  Finite Road ] Fresnel | Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -14.56 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -28.32 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -34.34 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) S "
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour| ~ LeqDay ~ Leq Evening Leq Night Lan CNEL
Autos: 48.5 46.7 421 40.1 48.0 48.3
Medium Trucks: 45.9 44 .2 39.6 375 45.5 45.8
Heavy Trucks: 45.2 43.4 38.8 36.8 447 45.0
Vehicle Noise: 51.5 49.8 45.2 43.1 51.1 51.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 1 4 14 45
CNEL: 2 5 15 48

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Montecito Rd. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Way - Davis St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA ‘ NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data B ) i ' Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) -
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 3,500 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 350 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet — VehicleType Day i Evening} Night ‘ Da /:Iyi
‘Site Data - Autos:  80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%)
- - B;rrriiérriHeighti: ,,,,,,,E;f,,e,et ' Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet 'jflf\iaié’e"ébbr?e’ Eié\kaii&ﬁs?i?ﬁsfet)v B T
Cerfter/ir';e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/starnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet . o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road ‘ Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 -6.11 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -19.86 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -25.89 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) 7
VehicleType Leq Peak HourJ Leq Day Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn ‘ CNEL
Autos: 56.9 55.2 50.6 48.5 56.5 56.8
Medium Trucks: 54 .4 52.6 48.0 46.0 53.9 54.2
Heavy Trucks: 53.6 51.9 47.3 45.2 53.2 53.5
Vehicle Noise: 60.0 58.2 53.7 51.6 59.5 59.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o
70 dBA | 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 10 | 31 99 313
CNEL: 11 33 106 335

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing Conditions
Road Name: Montecito Rd.
Road Segment: Davis St. - Main St. (SR-67)

Project Name: Montecito Ranch \
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker 1

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS \

Highway Data

' Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 6,000 vehicles

Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10

Peak Hour Volume: 600 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix ‘
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet T Vehicl eType Day ‘ Evening Night \ Daily' ‘
Site Data - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%‘
Centerline.Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen'terlme Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 ‘
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297 1
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 \
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet R
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) |
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 ‘
Left View: -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |

Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow r Distance Finite Road |  Fresnel \ Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -3.77 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -17.52 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -23.54 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (wifﬂéh??b;@d barrier attenuation) -
VehicleType Eeg Peak Hour Leq Day Leq Evening T Leq Night Ldn L - CNEL
Autos: 59.3 57.5 52.9 50.9 58.8 59.1
Medium Trucks: 56.7 54.9 50.4 48.3 56.3 56.6
Heavy Trucks: 56.0 54.2 49.6 47.6 55.5 55.8
Vehicle Noise: 62.3 60.6 56.0 53.9 61.9 62.2
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) | |
70 dBA | 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 17 54 170 536
CNEL: 18 57 181 574

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Ash St. - Haverford Rd. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA ; NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 9,994 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 999 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet ’***’ 'T/ieﬁ;leﬁ';/b e 15ay ‘ Evenin gi Ni ghtﬁrvbéﬁj}m
‘Site Data -  Autos: 800% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
 BamierHeight: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%)
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) T
Cen'terlir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feét) o
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow f Distance | Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -1.60 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -15.31 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -18.32 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Uhhﬁti?];ie?il&;é Levels (Wihdilt Topo and barrier attenilrétibn)r 7 o
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour Leq Day Leq Evening 1 Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autes: 614 597 551 530 61.0 613
Medium Trucks: 58.9 57.2 52.6 50.5 58.5 58.8
Heavy Trucks: 61.2 59.4 54.9 52.8 60.8 61.0
Vehicle Noise: 65.4 63.7 59.1 57.0 65.0 65.3
‘Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 35 110 346 1,095
CNEL: 37 117 370 1,172

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Ash St. - Olive St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - ~_Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 12,024 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 1,202 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph ; ehicle Mix -
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 7 Vehicl eType "D ay' J; Evenin g\ Ni;dfﬂ ‘ WEI?/'};
Site Data - ' Autos:  80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wa/l, 1—Berm),' 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) T
Cerzterlin.e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 ]
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) 7 o
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 |
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road Fresnel | Barrier Atteni Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -0.79 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -14.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -17.52 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
mhitiggiéghaée Levels ?&&iﬂ{oﬂi fbpo and barrier attenuation) B - ' }
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour| LeqDay  LeqEvening | Leq Night Ldn ‘ CNEL
Autos: 622 605 559 538 61.8 62.1
Medium Trucks: 59.7 58.0 53.4 51.3 59.3 59.6
Heavy Trucks: 62.0 60.2 55.7 53.6 61.6 61.8
Vehicle Noise: 66.2 64.5 59.9 57.8 65.8 66.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) "
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 42 132 417 1,318
CNEL: 45 141 446 1,409

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Olive St. - Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data -  Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 12,054 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 1,205 vehicles 1 Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph ‘ Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehféleTyp e 55} B ‘ Evening Nigmhir ] Déily ﬁl
Site Data -  Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%|
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet . Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet ‘ Noise Source Elevations (rih”feet) T i
Cer?terlir.le Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) -
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees | Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations |
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road \ Fresnel  Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -0.78 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -14.49 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -17.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Tlﬁnﬁﬁgﬁed Noise Levels (Without Topb and barrier attehuation) S - 7‘
VehicleType Leq Peak HourJ LeqDay | Leq Evening ] Leq Night Ldn | CNEL |
Autos: 62.2 60.5 55.9 53.8 61.8 62.1
Medium Trucks: 59.7 58.0 53.4 51.3 59.3 59.6
Heavy Trucks: 62.0 60.2 55.7 53.6 61.6 61.9
Vehicle Noise: 66.2 64.5 59.9 57.8 65.8 66.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 42 132 418 1,321
CNEL: 45 141 447 1,413

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

|

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: 10th St. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Main St. (SR-67) - H St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 7,479 vehicles ! Autos: 10 ‘
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 ‘
Peak Hour Volume: 748 vehicles ‘ Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle.Speed: 40 mph i Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType " Day [Eveningﬁ] Night [ Daily
Site Data ’ j Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier He,-g,,','.." 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centt.er/ine Dist. to Barrier;  100.0 feet  Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ]
Cerfter//r';e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet | Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ‘
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet I Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees | Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees . Heavy Trucks: 109.877
|
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Floﬂ Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -2.81 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -16.57 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -22.59 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
Vehicle Type Leq Peak Hour Leq Day Leq Evening Leq Night Lan } CNEL :
Autos: 60.2 58.4 53.9 51.8 59.8 60.1
Medium Trucks: 57.7 55.9 51.3 49.3 57.2 57.5
Heavy Trucks: 56.9 55.2 50.6 48.5 56.5 56.8
Vehicle Noise: 63.3 61.5 57.0 54.9 62.8 63.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA = 65dBA 60dBA  55dBA
Ladn: 21 67 211 668
CNEL: 23 71 226 715

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Main St. (SR-78)
Road Segment: 7th St. - 3rd St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

- ] - Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 23,594 vehicles

Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,359 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 55 mph “Vehicle Mix ‘
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehiéiéifype Day ‘ Eveningf"l;\lfi‘fjhrz‘w \"A Da ﬁyg
SiteData - ~ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
- é;,,,-;,j H;l:ghﬁ o 60 feet,,,,,,,,ﬁ 7 Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet ‘ Noise Source Elevations (in feet) T
Cerfterlin'e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ; Autos- 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet ' Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ; 7 S ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road \ Fresnel J Barrier Atten | Berm Atten |
Autos: 71.78 0.75 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -12.96 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -15.97 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) ]
Vehicle Type Leq Peak Hourl LeqDay | Leq Evening J Leq Night Ldn » CNEL _
Autos: 69.0 67.3 62.7 60.6 68.6 68.9
Medium Trucks: 66.0 64.2 59.6 57.6 65.5 65.8
Heavy Trucks: 66.9 65.2 60.6 58.5 66.5 66.8
Vehicle Noise: 72.3 70.5 66.0 63.9 71.8 721
“Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA | 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 168 531 1,681 5,315
CNEL: 180 569 1,798 5,685

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67)
Road Segment: 10th St. - Montecito Rd.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch

Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

Job Number: 4568 |
|
\
|

Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 30,206 vehicles

Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,021 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 }
Vehicle .Speed: 55 mph Vehicle Mix

Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day | Evening NWTbé;/? |
‘Sitepata - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
- Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) J
Cer?terliﬁe Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 ‘
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks:  2.297 |
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 |
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet - o ——
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) ’
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 |

Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869

Right View:  90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow |  Distance Finite Road ‘ Fresnel | Barrier Atten \ Berm Atten
Autos: 71.78 1.82 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -11.89 -3.49 0.00 -1.156 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -14.90 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmft?gated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenua‘tﬁan')ﬁ o - -
VehicleType rLeq Peak Hour‘ Leq Day Leq Evening f Leqg Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 70.1 68.4 63.8 61.7 69.7 70.0
Medium Trucks: 67.0 65.3 60.7 58.6 66.6 66.9
Heavy Trucks: 68.0 66.2 61.7 59.6 67.6 67.9
Vehicle Noise: 73.4 71.6 67.0 64.9 72.9 73.2
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) |
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 215 | 680 2,152 6,804
CNEL: 230 728 2,302 7,279
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Hunter St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data _ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft=15) |
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 27,947 vehicles ‘ Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,795 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 55 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet —— VehicleType D ay ' Evenin gﬁ Ni grht” ]rﬁﬁDﬁailr};
Site Data N * ~ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" BamierHeight: 00 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Wbiéé ébdrcefléi/mi;(ih ‘fé;t)""i’ T
Cer{terlir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet " Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet * Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet e
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet | Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees ' Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow l Distance  Finite Road \ Fresnel " Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 71.78 1.49 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -12.23 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -15.24 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) ' - ]
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour| LeqDay | LeqEvening | LeqNight Lan | CONEL |
Autos: 69.8 68.0 63.5 61.4 69.3 69.6
Medium Trucks: 66.7 64.9 60.4 58.3 66.3 66.5
Heavy Trucks: 67.7 65.9 61.4 59.3 67.2 67.5
Vehicle Noise: 73.0 71.3 66.7 64.6 72.6 72.9
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 199 630 1,991 6,295
CNEL: 213 673 2,130 6,734

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67)
Road Segment: Hunter St.- Proposed SA-330

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

Thursday, May 31, 2007

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - ~__ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 27,647 vehicles ; Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage. 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,765 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet T VéhicleTypé Day ‘Eveningi Night ‘[ "'Déﬁilyr
Site Data - - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
o " Barrier ,;,é,-gm_. 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wa/l, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet "Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cerfterlir.le Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet R
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees ' Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 2.82 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -10.89 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -13.90 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
'Uhmitigé?é&ﬁ&s)é[évfels ( without Topb and barrier éttenuation) o o
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ LeqDay | Leq Evening J Leq Night Ldn ‘ CNEL |
Autos: 65.8 64.1 59.5 57.4 65.4 65.7
Medium Trucks: 63.3 61.6 57.0 54.9 62.9 63.2
Heavy Trucks: 65.6 63.8 59.3 57.2 65.2 65.5
Vehicle Noise: 69.8 68.1 63.5 61.4 69.4 69.7
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
; 70 dBA l 65 dBA 60 dBA } 55 dBA
Ldn: 96 303 958 3,030
CNEL: 102 324 1,025 3,241



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch |
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Proposed SA-330 - Highland Vall Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - B Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) o
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 28,471 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,847 vehicles | Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph “Vehicle Mix
Near( lfar I;ar:e”?/stanc‘cra: 12 feet | Vehigléi'ype Déiyé ] E\}éhing; Night } Daily
Sitepata 7 ] Autos: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 94.00%)
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet

| Noise Source Elevations (in feé})g
Centerline Dist. to Observer: 110.0 feet

Autos: 0.000

Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet ' Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ‘ Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet | - o -
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ' Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)

Road Grade: 0.0% 1 Autos: 109.950

Left View:  -90.0 degrees ' Medium Trucks: 109.869

Right View:  90.0 degrees . Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ‘
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance | Finite Road Fresnel : Barrier Atten | Berm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 2.95 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -10.76 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -13.77 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
‘Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) ’ -
_ VehicleType | LeqPeak Hour| LeqDay  LeqEvening | LeqNight —  Ldn |  CNEL
Autos: 66.0 64.2 59.6 57.6 65.5 65.8
Medium Trucks: 63.5 61.7 57.1 55.1 63.0 63.3
Heavy Trucks: 65.7 64.0 59.4 57.3 65.3 65.6
Vehicle Noise: 70.0 68.2 63.6 61.6 69.5 69.8

Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 99 312 987 3,120
CNEL: 106 334 1,055 3,337

Thursday, May 31, 2007



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67)

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568

Road Segment: Highland Valley Rd.- Archie Moor Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data 7 -  Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) o
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 25,059 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,506 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix -
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Ve hicleType bay ‘ Evehfirhzf Nightj‘ibréﬂj/’ )
Site Data N -  Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%)
- " Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ]
Cen.terlin.e Dist. to Observer. 110.0 feet =~  — 7 A utos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: o0 feet - - S
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic F/owl Distance Finite Road ‘ Fresnel | Barrier Atten! Berm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 2.39 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -11.32 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.33 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
7Unmitig%ﬁoise Leﬁlsﬁthbﬁ?opo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour| ~LeqDay . LeqEvening | Leq Night Ldn  CNEL
Autos: 65.4 63.7 59.1 57.0 65.0 65.3
Medium Trucks: 62.9 61.2 56.6 54.5 62.5 62.8
Heavy Trucks: 65.2 63.4 58.9 56.8 64.7 65.0
Vehicle Noise: 69.4 67.6 63.1 61.0 69.0 69.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour ()'n fee?)w F\
| 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 87 275 868 2,746
CNEL: 93 294 929 2,938
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Archie Moore Rd. - Poway Rd Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 25,883 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 2,588 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehic/e'Speed: 40 mph “Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day JEveningj Night ‘ Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cer{ter/if?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ; Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations i
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow I Distance Finite Road Fresnel ‘ Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 2.54 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -11.18 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -14.19 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour [ Leq Day Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn | CNEL
Autos: 65.6 63.8 59.2 57.2 65.1 65.4
Medium Trucks: 63.1 61.3 56.7 54.6 62.6 62.9
Heavy Trucks: 65.3 63.6 59.0 56.9 64.9 65.2
Vehicle Noise: 69.6 67.8 63.2 61.1 69.1 69.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
, 70dBA | 650dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 90 284 897 2,836
CNEL: 96 303 959 3,034
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way
Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Montecito Ranch

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 3,132 vehicles Autos: 10 ‘
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10 1
Peak Hour Volume: 313 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 }
Vehicle ‘Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix |
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day Evening| Night %Mbja'}"l-}}m
Site Data o Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Ba,,ie;;;;gi,}, 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) T
Cerfterlir';e Dist. to Observer. 110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow 1 Distance Finite Road Fresnel [ Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -6.59 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -20.35 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -26.37 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) 7
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ Leq Day Leq Evening ; Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 56.4 54.7 50.1 48.0 56.0 56.3
Medium Trucks: 53.9 52.1 47.6 45.5 53.4 53.7
Heavy Trucks: 53.1 51.4 46.8 447 52.7 53.0
Vehicle Noise: 59.5 57.7 53.2 51.1 59.1 59.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA \ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 9 28 89 280
CNEL: 9 30 95 299
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Rd.- Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 2,472 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 247 vehicles | Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day [Eveningj Night ; Daily
Site Data ‘ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 ‘ Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet

Noise Source Elevations (in feet) |
Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet |

) ) Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ’ Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet | Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% | Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL  Traffic Flow | Distance | Finite Road | Fresnel | Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -7.62 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -21.37 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -27.40 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ LeqDay | Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 55.4 53.6 491 47.0 55.0 55.3
Medium Trucks: 52.9 51.1 46.5 44 4 52.4 52.7
Heavy Trucks: 52.1 50.3 45.8 43.7 51.7 52.0
Vehicle Noise: 58.5 56.7 52.1 50.1 58.0 58.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 7 22 70 221
CNEL: 7 24 75 236
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran
Road Segment: Project West Access to Montecito

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

Site gqﬂnditionis (Harcrlﬂ= 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 3,131 vehicles

Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 313 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix -
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 7\76/77E:IeTyI); ™ Da;/ ‘E\;éﬁﬁg “Ni gh t Daily |
‘Site Data - ~ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
" BarrerHeight: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Ele{/é%ﬁfsw(ihfféé?)w A
Cen'terlide Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/ste?nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet '”Léhrg gquivalent"Distance (in feet) 7
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ‘
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road ‘ Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -6.59 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -20.35 -3.49 0.00 -1.156 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -26.37 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) - .
Vehicle TypeJ Leq Peak HourJ LeqDay | Leq Evening Leq Night Lan CNEL
Autos: 56.4 54.7 50.1 48.0 56.0 56.3
Medium Trucks: 53.9 52.1 47.6 45.5 53.4 53.7
Heavy Trucks: 53.1 51.4 46.8 44.7 52.7 53.0
Vehicle Noise: 59.5 57.7 53.2 51.1 59.1 59.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) ‘
70 dBA ; 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 9 28 88 280
CNEL: 9 30 95 299
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Between Main Project Access Poi Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - | Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 2,060 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 206 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph "Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day JEvening! Night | Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.ter/in.e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet i
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType J REMEL Traffic Flow |  Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -8.41 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -22.17 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -28.19 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) -
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ Leq Day Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.6 52.8 48.3 46.2 54.2 54.5
Medium Trucks: 52.1 50.3 45.7 43.7 51.6 51.9
Heavy Trucks: 51.3 49.6 45.0 42.9 50.9 51.2
Vehicle Noise: 57.7 55.9 51.4 493 57.2 57.5
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA ‘ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 6 18 58 184
CNEL: 6 20 62 197
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Ash St. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: East Project Access - Pine St. (S Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 2,795 vehicles ! Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 280 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix '
~ NearFarLane Distance: 12 feet | VehicleType  Day |Evening| Night | Daily
Site Data - - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (inr féé?)”’ - T
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet ]

Autos: 0.000

Barrier Distarnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 |
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet L ) ) - <J
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet  Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% | Autos:  109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance : Finite Road Fresnel } Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -7.08 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -20.84 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -26.86 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
thrrn’i'tigated Noise Levels (withbfﬁ pro and barrier attenuation) N o -
VehipleType Leq Peak Hour ‘ Leq Day ; Leq Even?ﬁg ‘ LegNight ,,,,,L,d,”,, CNI;l
Autos: 55.9 54.2 49.6 47.5 55.5 55.8
Medium Trucks: 53.4 51.6 471 45.0 52.9 53.2
Heavy Trucks: 52.6 50.9 46.3 442 52.2 52.5
Vehicle Noise: 59.0 57.2 52.7 50.6 58.6 58.9
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o
‘ 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 8 25 79 250
CNEL: 8 27 84 267
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project

Project Name: Montecito Ranch

Thursday, May 31, 2007

Road Name: Ash St. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Pine St.(SR-78) - Elm St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA ; NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data  Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 676 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 68 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle'Speed: 40 mph T Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " Vehicl eType Day ‘ Evenin ng WIEE?TW Da I./y -
‘Site Data ' Wii N N . - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
" Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%)
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%,
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet | Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.terlif?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ‘ T )
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet 'Lane Equivaié;ii Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance | Finite Road |  Fresnel " Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -13.25 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -27.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -33.03 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topb and barrier atte;ﬁ}ation) N ]
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour] LeqDay | Leq Evening \ Leqg Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 498 480 435 414 493 49.6
Medium Trucks: 47.2 45.5 40.9 38.8 46.8 47 1
Heavy Trucks: 46.5 44.7 40.2 38.1 46.0 46.3
Vehicle Noise: 52.8 51.1 46.5 44 .4 52.4 52.7
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA \ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 2 6 19 60
CNEL: 2 6 20 65



FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Montecito Rd. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Way - Davis St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data - -  Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft=15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 3,559 vehicles 1 Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 356 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet 7 VehicEType 77 Day 1Evéning‘ Nightlﬁ Daily
Site Data ' - . Autos: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 95.00%)
- Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet W)ise Source Elevations (in feét) - o |
Cer{ter/ir?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet , o )
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Tah;E]Ei;alent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ]
VehicleType T REMEL Traffic Flow Distance i Finite Road Fresnel ] Barrier Atten } Qerm Atten |
Autos: 66.51 -6.04 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -19.79 -3.49 0.00 -1.16 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -25.81 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
U;rﬁitigated Noise Levels (without fbbo and barrier attenuation) 7
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour 1 ,L,e,qpﬂ’,, ~ LeqEvening ‘ Leg A!{ght Ldn CNEL
Autos: 57.0 55.2 50.7 48.6 56.5 56.8
Medium Trucks: 54 .4 52.7 48.1 46.0 54.0 54.3
Heavy Trucks: 53.7 51.9 47.4 453 53.3 53.5
Vehicle Noise: 60.0 58.3 53.7 51.6 59.6 59.9
“Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
‘ 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 10 32 101 318
CNEL: 11 34 108 340
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project
Road Name: Montecito Rd.
Road Segment: Davis St. - Main St. (SR-67)

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

' Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 6,059 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 606 vehicles ; Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle.Speed: 40 mph ‘ Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " Vehicle Type "D ay ‘ Eve n*”;g**@,:' t ] Da l/yi
‘Sitepata - - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
 BarrierHeight: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet "Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cer{terlir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 29297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet . ‘
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) ]
Road Grade: 0.0% ‘ Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance Finite Road ‘ Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -3.72 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -17.48 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -23.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) - -
VehicleType Leq Peak Hourj LeqDay | Leq Evening ] Leqg Night Ladn B CNEL
Autos: 59.3 57.5 53.0 50.9 58.9 59.2
Medium Trucks: 56.7 55.0 50.4 48.3 56.3 56.6
Heavy Trucks: 56.0 54.2 49.7 47.6 55.6 55.9
Vehicle Noise: 62.4 60.6 56.0 54.0 61.9 62.2
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 17 54 171 541
CNEL: 18 58 183 579
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: SR-78
Road Segment: Ash St. - Haverford Rd.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

_Highway Data

14,485 vehicles

_ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 1,448 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix —
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet ” Vé}iriaéﬁTyp " D ay \ Evenin g Night l Daily |
Site Data - - ~ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
 Barrier ,'_',';,-;,;,_. 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%,
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet [ No:sefsoimf:e Elevatn;ns (;nfeet)f -
Cen.terlir'le Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet T Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (l:r; 'fieié't)r )
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road . Fresnel | Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 0.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -13.70 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -16.71 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) - -
VehicleType _‘ Leq Peak Hour' LeqDay  LeqEvening  Leq Night Ldn » CNEL
Autos: 63.0 61.3 56.7 54.6 62.6 62.9
Medium Trucks: 60.5 58.8 54.2 52.1 60.1 60.4
Heavy Trucks: 62.8 61.0 56.5 54.4 62.4 62.7
Vehicle Noise: 67.0 65.3 60.7 58.6 66.6 66.9
“Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o . -
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 50 159 502 1,587
CNEL: 54 170 537 1,698
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Ash St. - Olive St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 19,100 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 1,910 vehicles ; Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph | Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType ‘ Day vaening\ Night ‘ Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline. Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cer{terlin.e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier Dlsta?nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet \
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ' Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type ‘ REMEL Traffic Flow Distance \ Finite Road i Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 1.22 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -12.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -15.51 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) A‘
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn | CNEL
Autos: 64.2 62.5 57.9 55.8 63.8 64.1
Medium Trucks: 61.7 60.0 55.4 53.3 61.3 61.6
Heavy Trucks: 64.0 62.2 57.7 55.6 63.6 63.9
Vehicle Noise: 68.2 66.5 61.9 59.8 67.8 68.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
" . 70dBA | 650dBA 60dBA |  55dBA
Ldn: 66 ‘ 209 662 2,093
CNEL: 71 224 708 2,239
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch ‘
Road Name: SR-78 Job Number: 4568

Road Segment: Olive St. - Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker |
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS |
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) |
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 19,130 vehicles Autos: 10 |

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% | Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10

Peak Hour Volume: 1,913 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Veh/c/e.Speed.: 40 mph “Vehicle Mix N

Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType Day Evening Night T Daily

Site Data - ‘ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (O-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 ; Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%j

Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)

Cen.terlin.e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos- 0.000
Barrier Dlstatnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees " Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations 1
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 1.22 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -12.49 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -15.50 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) o
VehicleType TLeq Peak Hour ‘ Leq Day } Leq Evening = Leq Night Lan 1 CNEL
Autos: 64.2 62.5 57.9 55.8 638 64.1
Medium Trucks: 61.7 60.0 55.4 53.3 61.3 61.6
Heavy Trucks: 64.0 62.2 57.7 55.6 63.6 63.9
Vehicle Noise: 68.2 66.5 61.9 59.8 67.8 68.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA  65dBA 60dBA 55dBA
Ladn: 66 210 663 2,096
CNEL: 71 224 709 2,242
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: 10th St. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Main St. (SR-67) - H St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA ‘ NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data ‘ Slte Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traff/c (Adt).' 18,535 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 1,853 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph V ehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " Vehicl cleTyp e | Dé?iTE'-\A/éﬁ}'h éirﬁgfhf | Da //y
Site Data S Autos: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 95.00%)
 Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%3
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%|
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet " Noise Source Elevations (in feet) T
Cen.terlir.re Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet , -
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ' Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) .
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View:  90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow ‘J Distance | Finite Road Fresnel i Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 1.13 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -12.63 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -18.65 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmltlgated Noise Levels (T&:t?i&b?' Topo ‘and barrier. attenuatlon) ]
VehicleType Leq Peak HourJ Leq Day Leq Evening } Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 64.2 62.4 57.8 55.7 63.7 64.0
Medium Trucks: 61.6 59.8 55.3 53.2 61.2 61.5
Heavy Trucks: 60.9 59.1 54.5 52.5 60.4 60.7
Vehicle Noise: 67.2 65.5 60.9 58.8 66.8 67.1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA \ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 52 166 524 1,656
CNEL: 56 177 560 1,772
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: Main St. (SR-78)
Road Segment: 7th St. - 3rd St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

Slte Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt) 30, 680 veh|cles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,068 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 55 mph Vehicle Mix —
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehlcleType Day ’Evenmgl N/ght ‘ Daily
Site Data - i o B Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier ,.,e,gh}" 0.0 feet - Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet "Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cer{terlir?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equ:valent Distance (ln feet) 7
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType T REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance Finite Road = Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 71.78 1.89 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -11.82 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -14.83 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitié;t;fﬁbisé Levels (thITout ;Ir';p;iérn'd barrier étitré;&étion)
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn | CNEL
Autos: 702 68.4 639 - 618 69.7 700
Medium Trucks: 67.1 65.3 60.8 58.7 66.7 67.0
Heavy Trucks: 68.1 66.3 61.8 59.7 67.6 67.9
Vehicle Noise: 73.4 71.7 67.1 65.0 73.0 73.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA ‘ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 219 691 2,185 6,911
CNEL: 234 739 2,338 7,393
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: 10th St. - Montecito Rd. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 37,292 vehicles ; Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% | Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,729 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 55 mph “Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType " Day \Evening Night | Daily
Site Data ' Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet 'Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen'terlir?e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet * Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet | Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees ' Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow ’ Distance Finite Road Fresnel \ Barrier Atten\ Berm Atten |
Autos: 71.78 2.74 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -10.97 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -13.98 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) |
Vehicle Type Leq Peak Hour ’ LeqDay Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night , Ldn CNEL ‘
Autos: 71.0 69.3 64.7 62.6 70.6 70.9
Medium Trucks: 67.9 66.2 61.6 59.5 67.5 67.8
Heavy Trucks: 68.9 67.2 62.6 60.5 68.5 68.8
Vehicle Noise: 74.3 72.5 67.9 65.9 73.8 74 1
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) 7 !
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 266 840 2,656 8,400
CNEL: 284 899 2,842 8,986
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Hunter St. Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA ? NOISE MODEL INPUTS |
Highway Data - ‘ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) - ‘
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 34,562 vehicles 1 Autos: 10 }
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,456 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 55 mph .hfe hicle Mix B
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " VehicleType  Day w‘ Evved\ ‘Night ' Daily
‘Site Data - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" BarrierHeight: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 3 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%‘
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet "Noise Source Elevations (in feet) - B
Cer{terlir';e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet | Autos: 0.000 r
Barrier D/sta.nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297

Observer Height (Above Péd).‘ 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 }
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet s - o
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet  Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) - B
Road Grade:  0.0% | Autos: 109.950 |
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877 ‘

FHWA Noise Model Calculations |
~ VehicleType J REMEL Traffic Flow [ Distance | Finite Road ( Fresnel | Barrier Atten| Berm Atten

Autos: 71.78 2.41 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 82.40 -11.30 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 86.40 -14.31 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) " o ]
VehicleType Léq Peak Hour} Leq Day ‘ Leq Evening Leq Night Ldn ‘” " CNEL
- Autes: 707 689 64.4 62.3 703 - 706
Medium Trucks: 67.6 65.9 61.3 59.2 67.2 67.5
Heavy Trucks: 68.6 66.8 62.3 60.2 68.2 68.5
Vehicle Noise: 73.9 72.2 67.6 65.5 73.5 73.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
‘ 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA ‘ 55 dBA
Ldn: 246 779 2,462 7,785
CNEL: 263 833 2,634 8,328
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67)
Road Segment: Hunter St.- Proposed SA-330

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

ySlte Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

35,514 vehicles

Average Da/Iy Trafflc (Adt): Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,551 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle 'Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix ‘
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Veh/cleType — 1 Day JEven/ng‘ nght 1 Da/ly
Site Data - Autos: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00(%)5
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) ]
Cen.terlir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2207
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) -
Road Grade: 0.0% ‘ Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road { Fresnel | Barrier AttenE Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 3.91 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -9.80 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -12.81 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
UETn?@ETeFﬁ&iéé Levels (without Topo and barrie}'ﬁatte'nuationi)r - - o 7}
VehicleType Leq Peak {f{our\ ~ LeqDay | LeqEvening | Leq Night “Ldn CNEL
Autos: 66.9 65.2 60.6 58.5 66.5 66.8
Medium Trucks: 64.4 62.7 58.1 56.0 64.0 64.3
Heavy Trucks: 66.7 64.9 60.4 58.3 66.3 66.5
Vehicle Noise: 70.9 69.2 64.6 62.5 70.5 70.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) }
70dBA |  65dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Lan: 123 389 1,231 3,892
CNEL: 132 416 1,316 4,163
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67)
Road Segment: Proposed SA-330 - Highland Vall

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

| NOISE MODEL INPUTS

_Highway Data.

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 36,338 vehicles

___Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

| Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% \ Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,634 vehicles 3 Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type Day J Evenin g} Night ‘ Dé'ilyv
Site Data o ~ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet B Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet %Nois e Source EIevatidné?in feeﬁ ' -
Cen.terlin.e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000 .
Barrier D/ste?nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) - 7
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten L Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 4.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -9.70 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -12.71 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
WUEmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier éi‘féﬁbéﬁon) N
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour Leq Day Leq Evening |  Leq Night Ladn \ CNEL |
Autos: 670 65.3 607 586 666 66.9
Medium Trucks: 64.5 62.8 58.2 56.1 64.1 64.4
Heavy Trucks: 66.8 65.0 60.5 58.4 66.4 66.6
Vehicle Noise: 71.0 69.3 64.7 62.6 70.6 70.9
“Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o
70 dBA 65 dBA 60dBA | 55dBA
Ldn: 126 398 1,259 3,982
CNEL: 135 426 1,347 4,260
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Highland Valley Rd.- Archie Moor Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data L _ Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft=15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 34,456 vehicles i Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% ? Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 3,446 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph : Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet f* VehicleType Day ‘Evening; Nigﬁtr w baily n
SiteDpata ] Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
" Barrier Height: 00 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centfzrline. Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet) . ]
Cer?terllr?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet | Autos: 0.000
Barrier Dlstéz'nce to Observer: 10.0 feet  Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet | Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet l - ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet  Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade:  0.0% | Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees | Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType ] REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road ’ Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten

Autos: 66.51 3.78 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -9.93 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -12.94 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (withodf fopo and bé;r;éféttenuation) - ' - ‘\
Vehicle Type Leq Peak HourJ LeqDay | Leq Evening Leqg Night Ldn ’ CNEL !
Autos: 668 650 60.5 584 664 667
Medium Trucks: 64.3 62.5 58.0 55.9 63.9 64.1
Heavy Trucks: 66.6 64.8 60.2 58.2 66.1 66.4
Vehicle Noise: 70.8 69.0 64.5 62.4 70.4 70.6
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70dBA |  65dBA 60dBA  55dBA
Ldn: 119 378 1,194 3,776
CNEL: 128 404 1,277 4,039
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch

Road Name: Main St. (SR-67) Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Archie Moore Rd. - Poway Rd Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data i Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 35,686 vehicles Autos: 10

Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10

Peak Hour Volume: 3,569 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10

Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix —

Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehic IeType‘ ‘7 : Day ?Evewﬁl'\?}'ghrr Daril);’i
‘sitepata ) Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
- B:,,,-éf,_,e',-é,',}_; 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%

Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet .
) ) Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/stafnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o , - ]
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivaleﬁt Distance (in feet) a B "
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations |
VehicleType REMEL Traffic Flow Distance  Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 3.93 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -9.78 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -12.79 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unniiti?z@ Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier Eﬁéhuéiféh) - 7
VehicleType I Leq Peak HourJr ~ LeqDay | Leq Eygr](ng ‘ Léq Night Ld’Lﬁ,, i 7CNEL L
Autos: 67.0 65.2 60.6 58.5 66.5 66.8
Medium Trucks: 64.4 62.7 58.1 56.0 64.0 64.3
Heavy Trucks: 66.7 65.0 60.4 58.3 66.3 66.6
Vehicle Noise: 70.9 69.2 64.6 62.5 70.5 70.8
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA ‘ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 124 391 1,237 3,910
CNEL: 132 418 1,323 4,183
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Rd. - Montecito Ranch Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 3,131 vehicles Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 313 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet Vehicle Type ‘ Day \Evening\ Night \ Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet | Autos- 0.000

Barrier Distafnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2 297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet - Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
\
FHWA Noise Model Calculations ,
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance \ Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -6.59 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -20.35 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -26.37 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) J
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 56.4 54.7 50.1 48.0 56.0 56.3
Medium Trucks: 53.9 52.1 47.6 455 53.4 53.7
Heavy Trucks: 53.1 51.4 46.8 447 52.7 53.0
Vehicle Noise: 59.5 57.7 53.2 51.1 59.1 59.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA \ 55 dBA 3
Ldn: 9 28 88 280 |
CNEL: 9 30 95 299
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Way Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Montecito Rd.- Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA g NOISE MODEL INPUTS
'Highway Data e B Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 2,472 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 247 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " VehicleType | Day |Evening Night | Daily
Site Data - - 3 Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet ‘ Medium Trucks: 80.0% 70% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 ‘ Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet

Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Centerline Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet

Autos: 0.000

Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet , .
) ‘ Medium Trucks: 2.297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet I B
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet ; Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) B
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950

Medium Trucks: 109.869
Heavy Trucks: 109.877

Left View:  -90.0 degrees
Right View: 90.0 degrees

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance ‘ Finite Road ]w Fresnel Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -7.62 -3.49 000 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -21.37 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -27.40 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Wl.rlh;n\i’ﬁgaféb Noise Levels ( without T opo and barrier attenuatioh) 7 - T
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour|  Leq Day Leq Evening | Leq Night Ldn | CNEL
Autos: 554 53.6 491 47.0 55.0 55.3
Medium Trucks: 529 51.1 46.5 44 .4 524 52.7
Heavy Trucks: 52.1 50.3 45.8 43.7 51.7 52.0
Vehicle Noise: 58.5 56.7 521 50.1 58.0 58.3
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) o
. 70dBA |  65dBA 60dBA  55dBA
Ldn: 7 ' 22 70 221
CNEL: 7 24 75 236
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Project West Access to Montecito Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data B Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 2,531 vehicles f Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 253 vehicles Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet | VehicleType Day \Evening\ Night ‘ Daily
Site Data ‘ Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.ter/in'e Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet Autos: 0.000
Barrier D/sta'nce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet | Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 i
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet !
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet | Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% | Autos: 109.950
Left View: -90.0 degrees ‘ Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees ‘ Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations |
VehicleType REMEL  Traffic Flow | Distance | Finite Road | Fresnel | Barrier Atten| Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -7.52 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -21.27 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -27.29 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation)
VehicleType | Leq Peak Hour| LeqDay | LeqEvening | Leq Night Ldn CNEL |
Autos: 55.5 53.7 49.2 47 1 55.1 55.4
Medium Trucks: 53.0 51.2 46.6 446 52.5 52.8
Heavy Trucks: 52.2 50.5 459 43.8 51.8 52.1
Vehicle Noise: 58.6 56.8 52.2 50.2 58.1 58.4
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
" ' 70dBA |  65dBA 60dBA |  55dBA
Ldn: 7 23 72 226
CNEL: 8 24 77 242
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch |
Road Name: Proposed SA-330 (Montecito Ran Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Between Main Project Access Poi Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt). 2,060 vehicles ‘ Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10
Peak Hour Volume: 206 vehicles 3 Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph “Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet VehicleType " Day jEvening‘ Night | Daily
Site Data Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cer{ter/in'e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet ‘ Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet | Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ‘ Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet ‘
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet - Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees | Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations |
VehicleType [ REMEL Traffic Flow | Distance | Finite Road Fresnel | Barrier Atten | Berm Atten |

Autos: 66.51 -8.41 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -22.17 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -28.19 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmthigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) B - |
VehicleType Leq Peak Hour } LeqDay | Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn CNEL
Autos: 54.6 52.8 48.3 46.2 54.2 54.5
Medium Trucks: 52.1 50.3 45.7 43.7 51.6 51.9
Heavy Trucks: 51.3 49.6 45.0 42.9 50.9 51.2
Vehicle Noise: 57.7 55.9 51.4 49.3 57.2 57.5
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) ;
70dBA |  65dBA 60dBA  55dBA
Ldn: 6 18 58 184
CNEL: 6 20 62 197
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Road Name: Ash St. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: East Project Access - Pine St. (S Analyst: A. Stalker
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS
Highway Data  Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) )
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 2,795 vehicles ‘ Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 280 vehicles ! Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle .Speed-j 40 mph Vehicle Mix -
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet ~ VehicleType Day |Evening| Night | Daily
site pata Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet ‘ Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet
Centerline Dist. to Observer: 110.0 feet

'Noise Source Elevatiohsw(in feet) :
Autos: 0.000

Barrier Distefnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad). 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet o ] ) -
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees .~ Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: ~ 90.0 degrees ‘ Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType [ REMEL Traffic Flow \ Distance Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten[ Berm Atten

Autos: 66.51 -7.08 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -20.84 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000

Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -26.86 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000

Unmitigated Noise Levels ?withdut Topo and barrier atteﬁuation)

VehicleType J Leq Peak Hour [ Leq Day Leq Evening ‘ Leq Night Ldn | CNEL 3
Autos: 55.9 54.2 49.6 47.5 55.5 55.8
Medium Trucks: 53.4 51.6 47 1 45.0 52.9 53.2
Heavy Trucks: 52.6 50.9 46.3 442 52.2 52.5
Vehicle Noise: 59.0 57.2 52.7 50.6 58.6 58.9
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA \ 65 dBA 60 dBA : 55 dBA
Ldn: 8 25 79 250
CNEL: 8 27 84 267
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: Ash St.
Road Segment: Pine St.(SR-78) - Elm St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA NOISE MODEL INPUTS J
Highway Data B Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 676 vehicles | Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage. 10% i Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
Peak Hour Volume: 68 vehicles | Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10
Vehicle Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix N
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet " Vehicle Type Day ‘ Ev. erﬁf@ﬁ Ni ghtr [ Da ily
‘Site Data * | Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
' B Barrier Height: 0.0 feet ] Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%!
Centerline Dist. to Barrier:  100.0 feet Noise Source Elevations (in feet)
Cen.terlir?e Dist. to Observer.  110.0 feet - Autos: 0.000
Barrier Distance to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Paq): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet _ |
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) -
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877
FHWA Noise Model Calculations
Vehicle Type REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road Fresnel \ Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -13.25 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -27.01 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -33.03 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unrﬁitfééi&i Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) ' - -
Vehicle Type J Leq Peak ]:loiur} Leq Day l Leq Evening ‘ Leg Night Ldn o CNEL 7‘
Autos: 49.8 48.0 43.5 41.4 49.3 49.6
Medium Trucks: 47.2 45.5 40.9 38.8 46.8 47.1
Heavy Trucks: 46.5 447 40.2 38.1 46.0 46.3
Vehicle Noise: 52.8 51.1 46.5 44 4 52.4 52.7
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 2 ' 6 19 60
CNEL: 2 6 20 65
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative
Road Name: Montecito Rd.
Road Segment: Montecito Way - Davis St.

Project Name: Montecito Ranch
Job Number: 4568
Analyst: A. Stalker

SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA

NOISE MODEL INPUTS

Highway Data

| Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15)

Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 4,518 vehicles
Peak Hour Percentage: 10%

Autos: 10
‘ Medium Trucks (2 Axles): 10
| Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10

Peak Hour Volume: 452 vehicles |
Vehicle .Speed: 40 mph Vehicle Mix
Near/Far Lane Distance: 12 feet I Véﬁi&éi‘yp e " Day “ Evenin g" Night 1 Daily
Site Data ' Autos:  80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
" BarrlerHeight: 00 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0%  7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 | Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%
Centerline Dist. to Barrier.  100.0 feet I Noise Source Elevations (iﬁ ?é?t)ﬁ — T
Cer?terlir'le Dist. to Observer.:  110.0 feet Autos- 0.000
Barrier D/sta'nce to Observer: 10.0 feet ; Medium Trucks: 2997
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet ‘ Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet s e
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet | Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet)
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877

FHWA Noise Model Calculations

VehicleType J REMEL Traffic Flow Distance | Finite Road Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten
Autos: 66.51 -5.00 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -18.76 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -24.78 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
)l]ﬁmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier aﬁenuation) ) )
VehicleType Leq Peak HCE(J ~ LegqDay | Leq Evening ] Leq Night Ldn CNEL |
Autos: 58.0 56.3 51.7 49.6 57.6 57.9
Medium Trucks: 55.5 53.7 49.2 47 1 55.0 55.3
Heavy Trucks: 54.7 53.0 48.4 46.3 54.3 54.6
Vehicle Noise: 61.1 59.3 54.8 52.7 60.6 60.9
‘Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet)
70 dBA \ 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 13 40 128 404
CNEL: 14 43 137 432
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FHWA-RD-77-108 HIGHWAY NOISE PREDICTION MODEL

Scenario: Existing + Project + Cumulative Project Name: Montecito Ranch |
Road Name: Montecito Rd. Job Number: 4568
Road Segment: Davis St. - Main St. (SR-67) Analyst: A. Stalker |
SITE SPECIFIC INPUT DATA | NOISE MODEL INPUTS 1
Highway Data i - Site Conditions (Hard = 10, Soft = 15) S 1‘
Average Daily Traffic (Adt): 7,018 vehicles ‘ Autos: 10
Peak Hour Percentage: 10% Medium Trucks (2 Axles). 10 \
Peak Hour Volume: 702 vehicles ‘ Heavy Trucks (3+ Axles): 10 ‘
Vehicle .Speed:l 40 mph Vehicle Mix | |
Near/Far Lane Eﬁfance. 12 feet - VehicleType Day :Eveningﬂ Night L Dai/b
Site Data - Autos: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%,
Barrier Height: 0.0 feet Medium Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Barrier Type (0-Wall, 1-Berm): 0.0 Heavy Trucks: 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%{

Centerline Dist. to Barrier: 100.0 feet r Noise Source Elevations (in feet) N }
Centerline Dist. to Observer:  110.0 feet

Autos: 0.000 J

Barrier Distéfnce to Observer: 10.0 feet Medium Trucks: 2297
Observer Height (Above Pad): 5.0 feet Heavy Trucks: 8.006 Grade Adjustment: 0.0 |
Pad Elevation: 0.0 feet | ‘
Road Elevation: 0.0 feet Lane Equivalent Distance (in feet) ‘
Road Grade: 0.0% Autos: 109.950 |
Left View:  -90.0 degrees Medium Trucks: 109.869 |
Right View: 90.0 degrees Heavy Trucks: 109.877 ‘
|

FHWA Noise Model Calculations
VehicleType i REMEL Traffic Flow Distance Finite Road |  Fresnel Barrier Atten | Berm Atten

Autos: 66.51 -3.09 -3.49 0.00 -1.04 0.000 0.000
Medium Trucks: 77.72 -16.84 -3.49 0.00 -1.15 0.000 0.000
Heavy Trucks: 82.99 -22.86 -3.49 0.00 -1.43 0.000 0.000
Unmitigated Noise Levels (without Topo and barrier attenuation) f
Vehicle TypeJ Leq Peak Hour [ Leq pay Lﬂ Evening L; Eq Night B Ldn CNEL
Autos: 59.9 58.2 53.6 51.5 59.5 59.8
Medium Trucks: 57.4 55.6 51.1 49.0 56.9 57.2
Heavy Trucks: 56.6 54.9 50.3 48.2 56.2 56.5
Vehicle Noise: 63.0 61.2 56.7 54.6 62.6 62.9
Centerline Distance to Noise Contour (in feet) f
70 dBA i 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
Ldn: 20 63 198 627
CNEL: 21 67 212 671
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APPENDIX D

BUILDING FACADE ANALYSIS PREDICTION MODEL INPUTS
AND CALCULATIONS FOR EXISTING PLUS PROJECT SCENARIO
(ROADWAY DESIGN OPTION 1)



OFFOPT1
Montecito Ranch First Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 1
297 , 40 , 13 , 40 , 3 , 40
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 2
266 , 40 , 11 , 40 , 3 , 40
L-Montecito Way, 1
N, 4309.,4740,1436,
N,4205.,4547,1432,
N,4188.,4350,1430,
N,4175.,3006, 1415,
N,4157.,2237,1412,
N,4158.,1370, 1405,
N,4142.,385, 1400,
L-Ash Street, 2
N,11089.,6896,1619,
N,11931.,6894, 1575,
N, 12627.,6895, 1558,
N, 13085.,6894, 1556,
N, 13954.,6891, 1552,
N,14437.,6891,1551,
B-Road Edge 1, 1 , 1, 0 ,0
4329.,4740,1436,1436,
4225.,4547,1432,1432,
4208.,4350,1430, 1430,
4195.,3006,1415, 1415,
4177.,2237,1412,1412,
4178.,1370,1405, 1405,
4162.,385,1400, 1400,
B-Road Edge 2, 2 , 1, 0 ,0
4289.,4740,1436,1436,
4185.,4547,1432,1432,
4168.,4350,1430, 1430,
4155.,3006,1415, 1415,
4137.,2237,1412,1412,
4138.,1370,1405, 1405,
4122.,385,1400, 1400,
B-Road Edge 3, 3 , 1, 0 ,0
11089.,6916,1619,1619,
11931.,6914,1575,1575,

12627
13085
13954
14437

.,6915,1558,1558,
.,.6914,1556,1556,
.,6911,1552,1552,
..6911,1551,1551,

B-Road Edge 4, 4 , 2 ., 0 ,0

11089
11931
12627
13085
13954
14437
R, 1

..6876,1619,1619,
..6874,1575,1575,
.,6875,1558,1558,
.,6874,1556, 1556,
..6871,1552,1552,
.,6871,1551,1551,
, 67 ,500

4230, 4298, 1435 .,

R, 2

, 67 ,500

4227,4059,1430.,

R, 3,

67 ,500

4331,2932,1418.,

R, 4,

67 ,500

4233,2847,1418.,

R, 5

, 67 ,500

4212,2716,1418.,

R, 6

, 67 ,500

4219,2645,1418.,

R, 7,

67 ,500
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4226,2558,1416.,
R, 8 , 67 ,500

4114,2138,1418.,
R, 9 , 67 ,500

4061,1427,1409.,
R, 10 , 67 ,500
4202,669,1409. ,

R, 11 , 67 ,500
11304,7064,1627.
R, 12 , 67 ,500
11489, 6841,1593.
R, 13 , 67 ,500

11647,6970,1585.,

R, 14 , 67 ,500
11716,6952,1583.
R, 15 , 67 ,500
11852,7004,1566.
R, 16 ., 67 ,500
11952,6777,1582.
R, 17 , 67 ,500
11994,6963,1562.
R, 18 , 67 ,500

12498,6983,1550. ,

R, 19 , 67 ,500
12859,6739,1565.
R, 20 , 67 ,500
12965,7058,1567.
c.C

OFFOPT1
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SOUND32
SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE:
Montecito Ranch First Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1

BARRIER DATA

Kk ok ok kK K Kk K K ok

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR

ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 D LENGTH TYPE

1 - 0.* B1 P1 219.3 BERM

2 - 0.* B1 P2 197.7 BERM

3 - 0.% B1 P3 1344.1 BERM

4 - 0.* B1 P4 769.2 BERM

5 - 0.* B1 P5 867.0 BERM

6 - 0.* B1 P6 985.1 BERM

7 - 0.* B2 P1 219.3 BERM

8 - 0.* B2 P2 197.7 BERM

9 - 0.* B2 P3 1344.1 BERM

10 - 0.* B2 P4 769.2 BERM

11 - 0.7 B2 P5 867.0 BERM

12 - 0.* B2 P6 985.1 BERM

13 - 0.* B3 P1 843.2 BERM

14 - 0.7 B3 P2 696.2 BERM

15 - 0.%* B3 P3 458.0 BERM

16 - 0.* B3 P4 869.0 BERM

17 - 0.* B3 P5 483.0 BERM

18 - 0.* B4 P1 843.2 MASONRY
19 - 0.* B4 P2 696.2 MASONRY
20 - 0.%* B4 P3 458.0 MASONRY
21 - 0.r B4 P4 869.0 MASONRY
22 - 0.* B4 P5 483.0 MASONRY

1 R-1 67 500. 62.8
2 R-2 67 500. 58.8
3 R-3 67 500. 52.5
4 R-4 67 500. 57.7
5 R-5 67 500. 60.1
6 R-6 67 500. 57.8
7 R-7 67 500. 57.2
8 R-8 67 500. 63.0
9 R-9 67 500. 54.9
10 R-10 67 500. 59.7
11 R-11 67 500. 50.7
12 R-12 67 500. 57.2
13 R-13 67 500. 52.2
14 R-14 67 500. 53.5
15 R-15 67 500. 52.8
16 R-16 67 500. 56.2
17 R-17 67 500. 52.0
18 R-18 67 500. 53.5
19 R-19 67 500. 54.2
20 R-20 67 500. 51.4
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MOFFOPT1

Montecito Ranch First Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1 MIT
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 1

297 , 40 , 13 , 40 , 3 , 40
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 2
266 , 40 , 11 , 40 , 3 , 40
L-Montecito Way, 1
N,4309.,4740,1436,
N,4205.,4547,1432,
N,4188.,4350,1430,
N,4175.,3006, 1415,
4157.,2237,1412,
158.,1370, 1405,
142.,385,1400,
sh Street, 2
1089.,6896,1619,
1931.,6894, 1575,
12627 .,6895, 1558,
N,13085.,6894,1556,
N,13954.,6891, 1552,
N,14437.,6891,1551,
B-Road Edge 1, 1 , 1, 0,0
4329.,4740,1436,1436,
4225.,4547,1432,1432,
4208.,4350,1430, 1430,
4195.,3006,1415,1415,
4177.,2237,1412,1412,
4178.,1370,1405, 1405,
4162.,385,1400, 1400,

B-Road Edge 2, 2 , 1, 0 ,0
4289.,4740,1436,1436,
4185.,4547,1432,1432,
4168.,4350, 1430, 1430,
4155.,3006,1415,1415,
4137.,2237,1412,1412,
4138.,1370,1405, 1405,
4122.,385,1400, 1400,

B-Road Edge 3, 3 , 1, 0,0
11089.,6916,1619,1619,
11931.,6914,1575, 1575,
12627.,6915,1558,1558,
13085.,6914, 1556, 1556,
13954.,6911,1552,1552,
14437.,6911,1551,1551,
B-Road Edge 4, 4 , 2 , 0 ,0
11089.,6876,1619,1619,
11931.,6874,1575,1575,
12627.,6875,1558,1558,
13085.,6874,1556, 1556,
13954.,6871,1552,1552,
14437.,6871,1551,1551,
B-Barrier 1, 5, 2 , 0 ,0
4220.,4333,1430,1434,
4220.,4256,1430,1434,
B-Barrier 8, 6 , 2 , 0 ,0
4123.,2189,1413,1417,
4122.,2090,1413,1417,
R, 1, 67 ,500
4230,4298,1435.,
R, 2 , 67 ,500
4227,4059,1430.,
R, 3 , 67 ,500
4331,2932,1418.,
R, 4 , 67 ,500

L XY
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4233,2847,1418.,

R, 5, 67 ,500
4212,2716,1418.
R, 6 , 67 ,500
4219,2645,1418.
R, 7, 67 ,500
4226,2558,1416.
R, 8 , 67 ,500
4114,2138,1418.
R, 9, 67 ,500
4061,1427,1409.
R, 10 , 67 ,500
4202,669,1409.,
R, 11 , 67 ,500

11304,7064,1627 .,

R, 12 , 67 ,500

11489,6841,1593.,

R, 13 , 67 ,500

11647,6970,1585.

R, 14 , 67 ,500

11716,6952,1583.

R, 15 , 67 ,500

11852,7004,1566.

R, 16 , 67 ,500

11952,6777,1582.

R, 17 , 67 ,500

11994, 6963, 1562.

R, 18 , 67 ,500

12498, 6983, 1550.

R, 19 , 67 ,500

12859,6739,1565.

R, 20 , 67 ,500

12965, 7058, 1567 .

c.C

MOFFOPT1
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SOUND32
SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE:
Montecito Ranch First Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1 MIT

BARRIER DATA

%k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok K X%

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR

ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1D LENGTH TYPE

1 - 0.* B1 P1 219.3 BERM

2 - 0.* B1 P2 197.7 BERM

3 - 0.* B1 P3 1344.1 BERM

4 - 0.%* B1 P4 769.2 BERM

5 - 0.7 B1 P5 867.0 BERM

6 - 0.* B1 P6 985.1 BERM

7 - 0.%* B2 P1 219.3 BERM

8 - 0.* B2 P2 197.7 BERM

9 - 0.* B2 P3 1344.1 BERM

10 - 0.% B2 P4 769.2 BERM

11 - 0.* B2 P5 867.0 BERM

12 - 0.* B2 P6 985.1 BERM

13 - 0.* B3 P1 843.2 BERM
14 - 0.* B3 P2 696.2 BERM

15 - 0.* B3 P3 458.0 BERM

16 - 0.* B3 P4 869.0 BERM

17 - 0.* B3 P5 483.0 BERM

18 - 0.* B4 P1 843.2 MASONRY
19 - 0.* B4 P2 696.2 MASONRY
20 - 0.* B4 P3 458.0 MASONRY
21 - 0.*% B4 P4 869.0 MASONRY
22 - 0.* B4 P5 483.0 MASONRY
23 - 4.* B5 P1 77.0 MASONRY
24 - 4.* B6 P1 99.0 MASONRY

1T R-1 67. 500. 59.0
2 R-2 67. 500. 58.8
3 R-3 67. 500. 52.5
4 R-4 67. 500. 57.7
5 R-5 67. 500. 60.1
6 R-6 67 500. 57.8
7 R-7 67 500. 57.2
8 R-8 67 500. 58.7
9 R-9 67 500. 54.9
10 R-10 67 500. 59.7
11 R-11 67 500. 50.7
12 R-12 67 500. 57.2
13 R-13 67 500. 52.2
14 R-14 67 500. 53.5
15 R-15 67 500. 52.8
16 R-16 67 500. 56.2
17 R-17 67 500. 52.0
18 R-18 67 500. 53.5
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SOUND32
19 R-19 67. 500. 54.2
20 R-20 67. 500. 51.4
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OFF20PT1

Montecito Ranch Second Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 1
297 , 40 , 13 , 40 , 3 , 40
T-Peak Hour Traffic Conditions, 2
266 , 40 , 11 , 40 , 3 , 40
L-Montecito Way, 1
N,4309.,4740,1436,
N,4205.,4547,1432,
N,4188.,4350, 1430,
N,4175.,3006, 1415,
N,4157.,2237,1412,
N,4158.,1370, 1405,
N,4142.,385,1400,

L-Ash Street, 2
N,11089.,6896,1619,
N,11931.,6894,1575,
N,12627.,6895, 1558,

N, 13085.,6894, 1556,
N,13954.,6891,1552,
N,14437.,6891,1551,

B-Road Edge 1, 1 , 1, 0 ,0
4329.,4740,1436,1436,
4225.,4547,1432,1432,
4208.,4350,1430, 1430,
4195.,3006,1415, 1415,
4177.,2237,1412,1412,
4178.,1370,1405, 1405,
4162.,385,1400, 1400,

B-Road Edge 2, 2 , 1, 0 ,0
4289.,4740,1436,1436,
4185.,4547,1432,1432,
4168.,4350,1430, 1430,
4155.,3006,1415, 1415,
4137.,2237,1412,1412,
4138.,1370,1405, 1405,
4122.,385,1400, 1400,

B-Road Edge 3, 3 , 1, 0 ,0
11089.,6916,1619,1619,
11931.,6914,1575,1575,
12627.,6915,1558, 1558,
13085.,6914,1556, 1556,
13954.,6911,1552,1552,
14437.,6911,1551,1551,
B-Road Edge 4, 4 , 2 , 0 ,0
11089.,6876,1619,1619,
11931.,6874,1575,1575,
12627.,6875,1558, 1558,
13085.,6874,1556, 1556,
13954.,6871,1552,1552,
14437.,6871,1551,1551,

R, 1, 67 ,500
12859,6739,1575.,
R, 2 , 67 ,500
12965,7058,1577 .,
c.C
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SOUND32
SOUND32 - RELEASE 07/30/91

TITLE:
Montecito Ranch Second Floor Off Site Existing Plus Project Option 1

BARRIER DATA

%k %k %k sk %k %k %k ok %k ok ok k

BAR BARRIER HEIGHTS BAR

ELE 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1D LENGTH TYPE

1 - 0.% B1 P1 219.3 BERM

2 - 0.* B1 P2 197.7 BERM

3 - 0.7 B1 P3 1344.1 BERM

4 - 0.* B1 P4 769.2 BERM

5 - 0.r B1 P5 867.0 BERM

6 - 0.* B1 P6 985.1 BERM

7 - 0.% B2 P1 219.3 BERM

8 - 0.7 B2 P2 197.7 BERM

9 - 0.* B2 P3 1344.1 BERM

10 - 0.7 B2 P4 769.2 BERM

11 - 0.7 B2 P5 867.0 BERM

12 - 0.r B2 P6 985.1 BERM

13 - 0.* B3 P1 843.2 BERM

14 - 0.* B3 P2 696.2 BERM

15 - 0.* B3 P3 458.0 BERM

16 - 0.* B3 P4 869.0 BERM

17 - 0.r B3 P5 483.0 BERM

18 - 0.7 B4 P1 843.2 MASONRY
19 - 0.* B4 P2 696.2 MASONRY
20 - 0.r B4 P3 458.0 MASONRY
21 - 0.*% B4 P4 869.0 MASONRY
22 - 0.* B4 P5 483.0 MASONRY

REC REC ID  DNL PEOPLE  LEQ(CAL)

1 R-1 67. 500. 55.2
2 R-2 67. 500. 53.2
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EXHIBIT 6-B
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6.2

6.3

Traffic Noise Prediction Model Inputs (Roadway Option 1)

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 present the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model roadway
parameters for roadway design Option 1 used in this analysis. Hard site
conditions were used to develop noise contours and analyze noise impacts to the

project site. This will provide a worse-case analysis.

The average daily traffic volumes used for the off-site analysis in this study are
presented in Table 6-2. The traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic

Impact Analysis prepared by Urban Systems Associates (2007).

Table 6-3 presents the hourly traffic flow distributions (vehicle mix) used for this
analysis. The future traffic noise model utilizes previously accepted vehicle mixes of
94% Autos, 4% Medium Trucks and 2% Heavy Trucks for Highway 78 and State
Route 67 and 95% Autos, 4% Medium Trucks and 1% Heavy Trucks for all other
roadways. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of

automobile, medium trucks and heavy trucks for input into the FHWA Model.

Traffic Noise Contours (Roadway Option 1)

To assess the off-site noise level impacts associated with development of the
proposed Montecito Ranch Residential Development under roadway design Option

1, noise contours were developed for the following traffic scenarios:

Existing: This scenario refers to the existing present-day noise conditions, without
construction of the proposed project.

Existing with project: This scenario refers to the existing present-day noise

conditions, with construction of the proposed project. This corresponds to the

completion of the project’s buildout.
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TABLE 6-3

SEGMENT ANALYSIS HOURLY TRAFFIC FLOW DISTRIBUTION

DAYTIME EVENING NIGHT TOTAL %
MOTOR-VEHICLE TYPE (7TAMTO7 PM) | (7 PMTO 10 PM) | (10 PM TO 7 AM) | TRAFFIC FLOW
HIGHWAY 78 AND STATE ROUTE 67
Automobiles 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 94.00%
Medium Trucks 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Heavy Trucks 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 2.00%
ALL OTHER ROADWAYS
Automobiles 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 95.00%
Medium Trucks 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 4.00%
Heavy Trucks 80.0% 7.0% 13.0% 1.00%

T:\Carlsbad_Jobs\_04500\04568\Excel\[04568-03 Revised Tables.xIs]T6-3




6.4

6.5

Near Term With / Without Project: This scenario refers to the background noise

conditions for near term conditions with and without the proposed project. This
corresponds to the completion of the project’s buildout and includes additional future
cumulative developments as identified in the Montecito Ranch Traffic Impact
Analysis.

Noise contours represent the distance to noise levels of a constant value and are
measured from the center of the roadway. CNEL noise contours are determined for
the 55, 60, 65 and 70 dBA noise levels.

The distance from the centerline of the roadway to the CNEL contours for roadways
in the proposed project's vicinity roadway design Option 1 are presented in Tables
6-4 through 6-6. The noise contours do not take into account the effect of any
existing noise barriers or topography that may affect ambient noise levels. The
noise contour calculations are included in Appendix “C”.

Project Traffic Noise Level Contributions (Roadway Option 1)

Table 6-7 presents the comparison of the Existing Year with and without project
noise levels shown in Tables 6-4 and 6-5. The roadway noise impacts will increase
from 0.0 dBA CNEL to 7.5 dBA CNEL with the development of the proposed
project. Table 6-8 presents a comparison of the Cumulative Year with and without
project noise levels shown in Tables 6-6 and 6-7. The roadway noise impacts will
increase from 0.7 dBA CNEL to 7.5 dBA CNEL with the development of the
proposed project and the addition of the proposed cumulative projects.

Off-Site Transportation Related Project Noise Impact Analysis (Roadway Option 1)

Section 4 discussed the significance criteria. Roadway noise impacts would be
considered significant if the project raises the noise levels above the County of San
Diego 60 dBA CNEL standard, except if the existing noise level without project is 58
dBA or greater, a 3 dBA increase is allowed up to the maximum permitted by the
Federal Highway Administration Standards.
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The project creates an increase of more than 3.0 dBA CNEL along segments of Ash
Street and Montecito Way as can be seen in Table 6-7 but does not increase the
existing noise levels above the 60 dBA CNEL County threshold to noise sensitive
areas (i.e. rear yards). There is a cumulative impact of more than 3.0 dBA CNEL on
10™ Street; however the project will only increase the existing noise level by 0.3 dBA
CNEL, which is considered to be non-significant. Therefore, the proposed project’s
contributions to off-site roadway noise increases will not cause any significant
impacts to any existing or future sensitive noise receptors under roadway design
Option 1. It should be noted: This analysis was based on a worse-case flat grading
plan. Intervening topography could decrease the noise levels at the existing homes.
As stated above, no rear yard areas or sensitive uses areas are located adjacent to
these roadway segments and therefore no exterior impacts to existing noise
sensitive land use areas are anticipated.

For existing plus project conditions, the 60 dBA contour lies at 95 feet from the
centerline on Montecito Way and 84 feet from the centerline on Ash Street. This
worse-case model suggests that building facades of several existing homes along
these roads would experience noise levels above the County of San Diego 60 dBA
CNEL standard and therefore a more detailed analysis was conducted to determine

the actual contour locations.

Using the FHWA traffic noise prediction model, calculations of the expected project
noise impacts to existing homes on Montecito Way and Ash Street were completed.
An analysis has been performed to determine the acoustical shielding which may be
used to reduce the expected roadway noise impact for the interior of these homes.
Key input data for these barrier performance equations include the relative source-
barrier-receiver horizontal separations, the relative source-barrier-
receiver vertical separations, the typical noise source spectra and the barrier
transmission loss. The building fagade noise levels were analyzed for the existing
plus project conditions. Under the County of San Diego noise standards, exterior

facade levels above 60 dBA CNEL may require additional interior mitigation.
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6.6

6.7

Noise Contour Boundaries (Roadway Option 1)

Noise contours are lines that drawn around a noise source indicating a constant or
equal level of noise exposure. Noise contour boundaries are generally used as a

planning tool to assess the need for additional analysis.

The noise contour boundaries were developed for unmitigated existing plus project
conditions on Montecito Way and Ash Street. No barriers were included as part of
the noise contour analysis. The Sound32 traffic noise prediction model was used to
calculate a reference noise level for observers perpendicular to Montecito Way and
Ash Street. Exhibit 6-A provides the location of the first and second floor 60 dBA
CNEL noise contour boundaries for Ash Street and Exhibit 6-B provides the first and
second floor 60 dBA CNEL noise contour boundaries for Montecito Way. It was
identified that first floor fagcade levels for two homes along Montecito Way are above
60 dBA CNEL and several second story fagcade levels on both streets may be above
the 60 dBA CNEL standard. Based on this finding, potential mitigation may be

required.

Existing Plus Project Exterior Noise Analysis (Roadway Option 1)

The analysis was modeled assuming existing plus project traffic volumes along
Montecito Way and Ash Street. A site-survey of the existing homes on Montecito
Way and Ash Street was conducted on February 12, 2007. It was found that all the
homes along Montecito Way were single story and only two homes within close
proximity of Ash Street were two-story. It should be noted that both the two-story
homes along Ash Street are outside the identified 60 dBA CNEL contour as
previously shown in Exhibit 6-A. Therefore the only building facades which will
potentially have unmitigated noise levels above 60 dBA CNEL are two single-story

homes located along Montecito Way.
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6.8

Two mitigation options will reduce building fagade levels to below 60 dBA CNEL.
One option is to incorporate 4-foot high noise barriers along Montecito Way, in front
of both affected homes, which would sufficiently mitigate building fagade levels.
Option two is to utilize rubberized asphalt on the roadway in front of the two affected
homes, extending 300 feet beyond the homes in both directions. Measurements
were taken by Urban Crossroads along State Route 52 (SR 52) where concrete
pavement meets rubberized asphalt pavement in order to obtain the difference in
noise levels between the two types of pavement. The results showed a range of 2
to 4 dBA Leq difference between the concrete section of the SR 52 and the asphalt
section of the SR 52. An average reduction of -3 dBA can be taken wherever
rubberized asphalt is used. This is sufficient to reduce building fagade levels to
below 60 dBA CNEL at both affected homes. The incorporation of either mitigation
option will adequately reduce the building fagade levels at both affected homes. No
additional mitigation would be required to comply with the County of San Diego
exterior noise standards along Montecito Way and Ash Street. Exhibit 1-A shows
the two mitigation options required to bring building fagade noise levels to below 60
dBA CNEL.

Modeled observer locations for Ash Street are presented in Exhibit 6-C and for
Montecito Way in Exhibit 6-D. The results of the mitigated building facade levels are
shown in Table 6-9. The Sound32 input and output decks for existing plus project

conditions are provided in Appendix “D”.

Noise Control Barrier Construction Materials (Roadway Option 1)

The designed noise screening may only be accomplished if the barriers weight is
at least 3.5 pounds per square foot of face area and have no decorative cutouts
or line-of-site openings between shielded areas and the roadways. The
recommended noise control barrier may be constructed using one of the

following alternative materials:
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TABLE 6-9

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT BUILDING FACADE EXTERIOR NOISE LEVELS (dBA CNEL)

RECEPTOR T_EO%iF;TOOI\T F;ggfoiub'l'ggf LEVEL UTILIZING 4-FOOT | LEVEL UTILIZING . A';';\%%RN%L"&DE;&EL BAREEFRE:TE IGHT
LEVEL (dBACNEL) | HIGHNOISE BARRIER | RUBBERIZED ASPHALT (dBA CNEL)' ( )
(dBA CNEL) (dBA CNEL)
1 MONTECITO WAY 62.8 59.0 59.8 DNE 40
2 MONTECITO WAY 58.8 58.8 58.8 DNE 0.0
3 MONTECITO WAY 52.5 525 52.5 DNE 0.0
4 MONTECITO WAY 57.7 57.7 57.7 DNE 0.0
5 MONTECITO WAY 60.1 60.1 60.1 DNE 0.0
6 MONTECITO WAY 57.8 57.8 57.8 DNE 0.0
7 MONTECITO WAY 572 57.2 57.2 DNE 0.0
8 MONTECITO WAY 63.0 58.7 60.0 DNE 40
9 MONTECITO WAY 54.9 54.9 54.9 DNE 0.0
10 MONTECITO WAY 59.7 59.7 59.7 DNE 0.0
1 ASH STREET 50.7 50.7 50.7 DNE 0.0
12 ASH STREET 57.2 57.2 57.2 DNE 00
13 ASH STREET 52.2 52.2 52.2 DNE 0.0
14 ASH STREET 53.5 53.5 53.5 DNE 0.0
15 ASH STREET 52.8 52.8 52.8 DNE 0.0
16 ASH STREET 56.2 56.2 56.2 DNE 0.0
17 ASH STREET 52.0 52.0 52.0 DNE 0.0
18 ASH STREET 53.5 53.5 53.5 DNE 0.0
19 ASH STREET 54.2 54.2 54.2 55.2 0.0
20 ASH STREET 514 514 51.4 53.2 0.0

" Homes at receptors 1-18 are one-story

2 Barrier height in feet above pad or roadway elevation, whichever is greater to achieve maximum insertion loss.

T:\Carlsbad_Jobs\_04500\04568\ExceN[04568-03 Revised Tables (10-02-07).xIs]T6-9
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6.9

1. Masonry block;

2. Stucco veneer over wood framing (or foam core), or 1 inch thick
tongue and groove wood of sufficient weight per square foot;

3. Glass (1/4 inch thick), or other transparent material with sufficient
weight per square foot;

4. Earthen berm;

5. Any combination of these construction materials.

Barriers must utilize 4 thick glass or an equivalent transparent material to meet the
required noise mitigations measures. The recommended barrier must present a
solid face from top to bottom. Unnecessary openings or decorative cutouts should

not be made. All gaps (except for weep holes) should be filled grout or caulking.

Traffic Noise Prediction Model Inputs (Roadway Option 2)

Tables 6-10 and 6-11 present the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model roadway
parameters for roadway design Option 2 used in this analysis. Hard site
conditions were used to develop noise contours and analyze noise impacts to the

project site. This will provide a worse-case analysis.

The average daily traffic volumes used for the on-site analysis in this study are
presented in Table 6-11. The traffic volumes were obtained from the Traffic

Impact Analysis prepared by Urban Systems Associates (2007).

Table 6-12 presents the hourly traffic flow distributions (vehicle mix) used for this
analysis. The future traffic noise model utilizes previously accepted vehicle mixes of
94% Autos, 4% Medium Trucks and 2% Heavy Trucks for Highway 78 and State
Route 67 and 95% Autos, 4% Medium Trucks and 1% Heavy Trucks for all other
roadways. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of

automobile, medium trucks and heavy trucks for input into the FHWA Model.
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MATCH LINE SEE PREVIOUS SHEET "DEVELOPED ONSITE DRAINAGE BASINS

-

e
) e
“h

OFFSITE CULVER T
Qioo=400 CFS* 7, )

TR
</ P
)] '

o

;,(J

e —

/S
y
{
RS

\ | = T 2 N\
\ N - VA Q100=15,600 CFS**

LEGEND

/ \ DRAINAGE BASIN BOUNDARY

DRAINAGE BASIN 1.D.
— DIRECTION OF FLOW

SCALE: 1”=1200’

NOTES

*  Qioo VALUE FROM "FLOOD AND DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT REPORT
FOR THE RAMONA AREA (SPECIAL DRAINAGE AREA #8)",
LEEDSHILL—HERKENHOFF, INC., JUNE 1992

** Qo0 APPROXIMATED FROM LOCATION SHOWN ON FIGURE 2 OF
"HYDROLOGY REPORT FOR SANTA MARIA CREEK SFC 3156, DATED
NOVEMBER 1997, PROVIDED BY SAN DIEGO COUNTY FLOOD

, MONTECITO RANCH
B DEVELOPED OFFSITE ROADWAY

R D R DRAINAGE BASINS

s

9665 CHESAPEAKE DRIVE PHONE:  858.694.5660
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1352 m.scengﬁgghﬁ%sw COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO TRACT 5250

XANDWG\Job\02012\DRAINAGE\P-BASIN 62705.dwg 07/28/2005 11:31:31 AM PDT
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community services agency
department of sanitation & flood contral

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
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' FLOOD CONTROL and DRAINAGE
ZONE 1 |
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HYDROLOGY REPORT
FOR
SANTA MARIA CREEK
SFC 3156

NOVEMBER 1977

'DEPARTMENT OF. SANITATION 8 FLOOD CONTROL
COMMUMITY SERVICES AGENCY COUNTY OFf SAN DI€6O
SS35 OVERLAND A/ENUE ~ SAN DIEGO , CALIFORNIA 92123




PEAK FLOOD FLOWS

soncen- Drainage 10-Year 50-Year 100-Year 500-Year
tration Area Discharge Discharée Discharge Discharge
»oint No. Sg. Mi. C. F. S. C. F. S. C. F. S. C. F. §L
! 4.6 500 2,200 3,900 10,000
2 16.9 1,300 6,300 11,000 28,600
3 4.0 300 1,400 2,500 6,500
4 1.6 200 900 1,500 3,900
5 18.4 1,500 6,900 12,000 31,200
6 2.0 200 900 1,600 4,200
7 6.7 600 2,700 4,700 12,200
8 1.8 200 900 1,500 3,900
9 20.8 1,700 7,900 13,700 35,600
10 27.1 1,900 9,000 15,600 40,500
11 28.9 1,900 9,000 15,600 40,500
12 29.8 1,900 9,000 15,600 40,500
13 1.0 100 500 900 2,300
14 3.2 300 1,300 2,200 5,700
15 4.2 400 1,700 3,000 7,800
16 5.3 500 2,200 3,800 10,000
17 3.1 200 900 1,600 4,200
18 5.8 400 2,100 3,600 9,400
19 8.3 700 3,400 5,800 15,000
20 9.3 700 3,400 5,800 15,000
21 1.6 100 600 1,100 2,900
22 33.1 1,900 9,200 15,600 42,000‘,
23 2.9 200 800 1,400 3,600
24 45.3 2,100 10,000 17,300 45,000
25 2.5 200 .900 1,500 3,900
26 2.6 200 900 1,500 3,900
27 50.3 2,100 10,000 17,300 45,000
28 56.9 2,100 10,000 17,300 45,000

TABLE 1B
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SA 330 EXTENSION:

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT INFORMATION



PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Montecito Ranch is a proposed single-family residential subdivision in the community of
Ramona, County of San Diego, California (proposed Tract 5250). The Project is bound by the
Rancho Santa Maria line which is the north-west boundary of the project, Highway 78, the north
boundary and the remainder of the project is generally west of Pine Street and north of Montecito
Road. The project contains 935 acres and is generally a portion of Sections 5,7,8,9, and 17,
Township 13 South, Range 1 East. The “Weekend Villas” subdivision exists to the North directly
across Highway 78 and Ramona Airport is south of the project. The proposed subdivision will
contain 434 lots: 417 single-family residential lots (20,000 square-foot minimum in size), a
school site, 13 lots which include uses for open space and drainage and infrastructure
requirements, a park, a historic park site, and a wastewater facility. Park and school permanent
post-construction BMPs shall be required and are to be determined by proposed developments/
developers at the building permit stage. The project will be developed in two map units.

The rural type lots have a developed foot print which minimizes disturbance to the natural
environment, as well as minimizing the impervious surface area, by consolidating graded areas
and building areas at the extreme front of each lot adjacent to the public street. Public access to
open space will be provided through the incorporation of trail systems.

Offsite roadway mitigation and support of County routes has yielded the development of SA330
(Montecito Way) from the project boundary south to Montecito Road and continuing south to
Highway 67 (Main Street). See Attachment D, “Treatment BMP Location Map”.

Table A Land Use by Planning Area

Table A summarizes land use by unit on an acreage basis. Off-site improvements conditioned to
this tentative map occur within existing public right-of way.

CHARTER
NO.OF | RESIDENTIAL | STREET .| pEDICATED . HISTORICAL TRAILS (INSIDE
SCHOOL
PLANNING AREA | NO. OF LOTS | RESIDENTIAL | DEVELOPMENT | DEDICATION® "°"(‘A';:c)"s OPEN SPACE* PAR(:;'TE e | PARKSITE® W“::;“’-”Ifr‘: ER [ RoaDwAY)
LOTS AREA' (AC) (AC) (AC) (AC) (LF)
c)
- (AC
ONIT 1 249.00 243.00 142.1 21.5 54 ~ = = = =
UNIT 2 185.00 174.00 108.1 177 57 = . = = = .
WITHIN PROJ. BDRY. 236 - 554.0 83 106 119 254 112435
TOTAL 434.00 417.00 2502 62.7 121 554.0 53 106 1.9 254 112435
,M:';SIEONJS s 20% 95% 0% N/A 10% 80% | NO CHANGE 2%
PERCENT OF SITE
CONVERTED TO
v 5.4% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
SURFACES

NOTES:
" INCLUDES BRUSH MANAGEMENT AREA (29.52 AC. IN UNIT 1, 29.38 AC. IN UNIT 2, & 10.16 AC. WITHIN PROJ. BDRY., TOTAL = 69.06 AC.); DOES NOT INCULDE PRIVATE ROAD EASEMENTS

2 INCLUDES ROADWAY DEDICATIONS WITHIN LOTS 429 & 430 AND MONTECITO RANCH ROAD WITHIN THIS ROW, TO BE CONSTRUCTED INDEPENDENTLY OF UNIT 1 AND UNIT 2
*PERCENT IMPERVIOUS BASE UPON, "SAN DIEGO COUNTY HYDROLOGY MANUAL, DPW FLOOD CONTROL SECTION: JUNE 2003"

#INCLUDES TRAILS PASSING THROUGH OPEN SPACE

°INCLUDES PRIVATE ROAD EASEMENTS WITHIN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

® INCLUDES HOA MAINTENANCE LOTS, LOTS 79 & 322 USED FOR PRIVATE DETENTION BASINS, AND LOT 294 USED FOR A PUBLIC SEWER PUMP STATION

PRIORITY PROJECT DETERMINATION

Please check the box that best describes the project. Does the project meet one of the following
criteria?

PRIORITY PROJECT YES | NO

Redevelopment within the County Urban Area that creates or adds at least 5,000 X
net square feet of additional impervious surface area




E-2 Curb Inlet Filtration [CLEARWATER)

Clearwater Curb Inlet Filtration Units will be utilized to treat runoff from public and private right-
of-ways. These units have been approved by the County of San Diego as an acceptable filtration
BMP. The Clearwater units treat “first flush” (Qg) minor storms and allow bypass of the filter for
large storm events. The Clearwater filtration system consists of three separate screens that filter
out large debris and trash, three chambers that settle out suspended solids, a suspended
adsorbent boom to remove oil and petroleum products in the first chamber, and a media filter
as the final step in the treatment train, used to remove smaller particulates and dissolved metals.
Laboratory testing has shown that the Clearwater units provide removal rates of 97% for total
suspended solids (TSS), 86% for oil and grease, 81% for lead, and 83% for zinc. These units will
remove pollutants to the MEP, prior to release to the natural bio-swales within open space areas.
Refer to the end of this section for product specifications.

» Design Criteria: Clearwater units, identified on the BMP map within Attachment D,
will treat runoff generated from drainage roadway basins.

a) Manufacture’s Specifications for the Clearwater units show a filtration capacity of 0.46
cfs. See specification at the end of this section.

b) Based upon County of San Diego, Storm Water Standards, flow based BMPs are
required to treat the first 0.2in/hr of runoff. Therefore, these units can treat flows
from tributary areas up to 2.42 acres (A = Qg/(I*C) = 0.46 cfs/(0.2in/hr)(0.95) = 2.42
Acres). 34 Clearwater units will be utilized to treat runoff from approximately 42
acres of roadway basin, resulting in an average of 1.24 acres/unit. Therefore,
Clearwater units have the ability to treat all roadway runoff with excess capacity.

c) Manufacture criteria are presented at the end of this section documenting removal
levels and specific water control device information.

Appropriate Applications and Siting Constraints: There are no unique siting criteria. The
Clearwater Curb Inlet Filtration units can be installed in any standard sized curb inlet.

Vector Control: As indicated in the attached manufacturer’s information, vector control is not a
problem with the Clearwater units. The unit has been designed to slowly drain out the bottom
so no standing water remains after a storm event.

34



F-6 BMP’s Maintenance Annual Cost Estimate:

A detailed cost estimate of the Post-Construction Structural BMP Maintenance will be developed
during the Grading Plan and Improvement Plan Engineering. Since the project is in the
preliminary development phase Sections F-4A through F-4C are only an initial estimate.

F-6A Detention Basin (DB)

Maintenance components include:

a) DB Inspection, detailed in Section F-1 and summarized as: once a month, after
every large storm, on a weekly basis during extended periods of wet weather.

b) Mowing, Trash and Debris, Sediment Removal, Mechanical Components,
Elimination of Mosquito Breeding Habitats.

Initial consultation with Environmental Maintenance Service Company D & D
Landscape (619) 287-9311, incorporating items a & b above, annual service is
estimated between $300.00 to $500.00 per acre of detention facility; currently
the project proposes approximately ten acres for DBs.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST: $ 5,000.00 (initial estimate only, final cost to be
determined at time of construction)

F-6B Curb Inlet Filtration Units (CLEARWATER)

Maintenance components include:

a) CLEARWATER Inspection, detailed in Section F-2, and summarized as: after
every runoff event in the first 90 days, every 60 days during rainfall season,
and once at the end of rainfall season.

b) Replacement of oil adsorbent boom and media filter at least twice a year.

Maintenance costs have been estimated utilizing County Appendix H Estimated
O & M Costs for BMP Projects, cost for Inlet Inserts — Fossil Filter.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST: $§ 41,419.00 [35 Clearwater units utilized ~
$1,183.40/unit] (initial estimate only, final cost to be determined at time of
construction)

F-6C Curb Inlet Inserts (BIOCLEAN)

Maintenance components include:

a) BIOCLEAN Inspection, detailed in Section F-3, and summarized as: quarterly,
after every large storm, on a weekly basis during extended periods of wet
weather.

b) Annual replacement of oil adsorbent boom.
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Maintenance costs have been estimated utilizing County Appendix H Estimated
O & M Costs for BMP Projects, cost for Inlet Inserts — Fossil Filter.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST: $ 47,336.00 [40 filters utilized ~ $1,183.40/filter]
(initial estimate only, final cost to be determined at time of construction)

F-6D Hydrodynamic Separator [VORTSENTRY)

Maintenance components include:

¢} VORTSENTRY Inspection, detailed in Section F-4, and summarized as:
quarterly, after every large storm, on a weekly basis during extended periods
of wet weather.

d) Removal of accumulated sediment.

Maintenance costs have been estimated utilizing County Appendix H Estimated
O & M Costs for BMP Projects, cost for Media Filter — Sand without Pump.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST: $§ 27,265.80 [6 units utilized ~ $4,544.30/unit]
(initial estimate only, final cost to be determined at time of construction)

F-6E Bio-Filters

ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST: No Annual Cost is anticipated; outside normal Grounds
Maintenance. The majority of Bio-Filtration will be occurring on the single-family lots
prior to capture by the Public Storm Drain System, down stream of the outlet structure of
the DBs (post treatment), and down stream of the detention basins; outside the
developed areas and outside project lands requiring resource protection. As such no
maintenance will be required.
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The ClearWater BMP is a powerful advancement
in sidewalk curb inlet filtration technology. The
patent-pending, filter train design
allows stormwater flows to be
screened, settled, and then filtered,
all within the confines of an existing
curb inlet drain box. This aggressive
filtration design significantly reduces
concentrations of trash, sediment,
hydrocarbons, metals, and nutrients.
Specifically designed for retrofitting
within the existing curb and

gutter infrastructure, it handles
heavy storm flows with ease, dry-
weather flows expertly, utilizes
mosquito free technology and
requires no excavation or concrete
modification. The ClearWater

BMP truly is your curb inlet
pollution solution.

Features

Patent Pending

e Fits into existing curb inlets

e Non-scouring

 Large storage capacity

¢ Hasy street level maintenance

* No clogging under heavy flows

¢ Durable stainless steel construction
¢ Affordable

Benefits

¢ Improves downstream water quality

e High removal rate of Total Suspended
Solids —- 97%

¢ Located close to pollutant sources

* Reduces concentrations of trash, sediment, C ' ea rW at er S 0O l u tl ons T™

hydrocarbons, metals and nutrients
e NPDES Compliant — now and in the future



System Operation

The ClearWater BMP is a powerful

advancement in sidewalk curb inlet filtration
technology. Specifically designed for retrofitting
under the sidewalk within the curb and gutter
system, it handles heavy storm flows with ease,
utilizes mosquito free technology, and requires no
excavation or concrete modification.

The revolutionary design of the ClearWater BMP
allows storm water to be screened three times,
settled three times, make constant surface contact
with an oil and grease separator, pass through a
synthetic mesh filter, and finally pass through a
column of porous media comprised of natural
zeolites, perlite, and activated carbon. Filter media
can be tailored to site specific needs. These

media and the unique engineering design of the
filter support containing them, enhances removal
of smaller particulates, thus improving the quality
of life downstream.

Using the “typical” storm water calculations of 0.2 inches (3,780 gallons) of rain per hour for an ordinary
curb inlet, the ClearWater BMP performed very well. Proven testing from San Diego State University
shows the ClearWater BMP has removal rates of 97% for total suspended solids (TSS), 86% for oil
and grease (O & G), 81% for lead (Pb), and 83% for zinc (Zn). Satisfactory rates of removal were
accomplished with heavy metals in solution, a claim that will not be found in most competitors
literature since most only clean out larger settled constituents, while the finer materials flow

downstream contaminating wildlife and beaches.

Removal with Mixed-Media Fiiter at 64 GPM

What is your NPDES compliance criteria?

“Typical” % Removal ClearWater BMP Treatment Capacity
with ClearWater BMP Rainfall Intensity, Inches/Hr. | 0.20 | 0.25 | 0.50 | 075 | 1.0
T88: Total Suspended Solids 87 RB.O.W. Treatment Capacily, Acres | 2.5 | 2.0 | 1.0 | 0.87 | 0.50
O&G: Ol & Grease 86 200 GPM (.46 CFS) before bypassing occurs.
Ph: Lead 81
Zn: Zinc 83

2259 Lone Oak Lane = Vista, CA 92084
www.ClearWaterBMP.com ¢ Toll Free: 800-758-8817 « F. 760-588-1371




DEPARTHUMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

. . SHYDER
JORK L SR 5555 OVERLAND AVE, SUITE 2188
i SAN DIEGD, CALIFORNIA 821231288

{858} £94-2212 FAX: (BSE) 268-0484¢
Web Slte: sdedpw.org

November 28, 2008

Stewart MoClure
Clearwater Solutions, inc.
2259 Lone Oak Lane
Vista, Ca 82084

Dear Mr. McClure:
CLEARWATER SOLUTION FOR USE IN THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

The County of San Diego (County) has reviewed your inguiry regarding the approval of
ClearWater Solution™ Best Management Praclice (BMP) for use in the County of San
Diego.

Since the County regulates the use of structural treatment control BMPs only in the
unincorporated portions of the Countly, this response has no applicability to projects
focated within incorporated cities in the County. Furthermore, the County does not

endorse this product.

After reviewing the information provided to the County, ClearWater Solution™ BMP
shall be accepted for use as a structural treatment BMP under the category of filtration
system. This decision is based on test resulis from San Diego State University.

Thank you for informing the County about your product. If you have any questions or
need additional information, please contact Cid Tesoro, Flood Control Engineer, al

{858) 694-3672, or e-mail at Cid. Tesoro@sdcounty.ca.dov.

Sincerely,

CHANDRA L. WALLAR
Assistant Director

ce:  Cid Tesoro (0328)

Kids « The Environment » Sofe and Liveble Communities



CLEARWATER SOLUTIONS INC. - Clearwater BMP filtration system Page 1 of |

Engineening & Design iderahse News Contact

SDSU Test Data
The ClearWater BMP

Performance Testing of CLEARWATER SOLUTIORNS, Inc.
Storm Water Treatment Prototype “The ClearWater BMP”

November 25, 2003

Mirat Gurol, Ph.D.
Greg Loraine, Ph.D.
Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering

San Diego State University Summary A prototype of the CLEARWATER SOLUTIONS, INC. ClearWater BMP storm water retrofit filter
was tested at the Environmental Engineering Laboratories at San Diego State University. The prototype was ¥ size of the full unit,

but was tested at hydraulic retention times typical of precipitation events in southern California.

Two series of tests were run using two different synthetic storm water. The first tests were run using “Typical” storm water, which
exhibited characteristics of real storm water, containing suspended solids in a wide size range, floating oil, and typical
concentrations of dissolved metals. The prototype performed very well in these initial tests, so additional tests were done with a
“Worst-case” storm water. The "Worst-case” storm water had primarily very fine suspended solids, emuisified oil, dissolved
phosphorous, and high concentrations of dissolved and particulate metals. Total Suspended Solids (TSS) removal efficiency was
determined at four flow rates. Empirical equations for removal of different size fractions were developed. The removal efficiencies
for oil and grease, total phosphorous, copper, lead, and zinc, were measured at two flow rates. The effectiveness of the perlite-
zeolite-activated carbon filter (media filter) was also tested.Using the "Typical” storm water calculations at 0.2 inches (3,780
galions) of rain per hour for an ordinary curb inlet, the ClearWater BMP performed very well. The unit achieved 97% removal of
TSS (the EPA standard for Nonpoint Source Pollution in Coastal waters is 80% removal of TSS). Floatable oif and grease was
removed with an efficiency of 86% (100% at 16gpm). Zinc was removed at the rate of 83%. Copper came in at 28% (52% at
16gpm). And, lead removal was at 81%. The mixed media filter did not improve TSS removal but did substantially enhance

removal of oil and grease, and dissoived metals.

Table 10 compares the removai efficiency of the unit with and without the mixed media filter at flow rates equivalent to 64 gpm in
the full size unit. The presence of the filter did not significantly increase TSS removal, even for the small size particles. However,
the filter was able to capture emuisified O&G droplets that the oil sock missed. This indicates that adsorption to activated carbon
present in the filter is an important removal mechanism for O&G removal. The most dramatic effect of the filter was seen in the
removal of dissolved metals. In the “typical” storm water scenario where most of the particle associated metals were attached to
fairly large particles, the effectiveness of the filter was not as apparent due to pre-settling. In the “worst-case” storm water
scenario, where the metals were either soluble or attached to fine particles, no removal of the metals was achieved without the
filter. The filter captured 56% of Zn, 33% Cu, and 14% of Pb. This indicates that the media filter is required to capture any

dissolved metals.Table 10: Removal With and Without Mixed Media Filter at 64 gpm. *Click here to contact us for the
entire report.

LEARWATER SOLUTIONS, INC. ClearWater BMP storm water filter Preformance Test

Table 10: Removal With and Without Mixed Media Fiiter at 64gpm. .
“Typical” % Removal |[“Typlcal” % Removal No “Worst-case” % “Worst-case” Y
Filtered Filter Removal Filtered Removal No Filter

Miss i 57 i % 1 65 il 64 ]
[To&c T 86 i 78 i 38 1 0 ;
L_Cu |l 28 i 43 il 33 i 0 ]
L_Pb_| 81 i 78 i 14 1L 0 i
[_zn_Hf 83 i 85 ) 56 It 0 ]

Home  Products & Services About ClearWater BMP Engineering & Design Literature News Contact Us

http://www.clearwaterbmp.con/Eng_SDSUTestData.htm 8/31/2006



CLEARWATER SOLUTIONS®, INC
2259 Lone Oak Lane

Vista, CA 92084

800-758-8817

"NPDES compliant now and in the futurei”

For the ClearWater UNIT

INTRODUCTION
The ClearWater BMP unit is an important and effective component of your storm water

management program and proper operation and maintenance of the unit is essential to
demonstrate your compliance with local, state, and federal water pollution control requirements,

This is a patent-pending multi-media filtration design combined with pre-settling sedimentation
containment and over flow by-pass protection. Water flow enters the unit and is directed into a
pre-settling sedimentation chamber that collects heavy sediments and debris passing through the
cover. Large trash and debris flow over the top into mesh trash baskets. The second and third
sedimentation chamber is entered by the water flow to further settle lighter materials. The
cleaner water then encounters the media filters. The media is a special blend of Perlite, Zeolite,
and Activated Carbon that filters out a variety of organics, metals, and other contaminants from
the runoff. Water then passes through the front of the treatment chamber into the catch basin.
A properly maintained unit will achieve substantial reductions of contaminants from entering
surface waters. To accomplish this, the filtration chamber is designed to handie 200 gpm through
the media chamber, effectively handling up to 1” of rain per hour in a properly designed drain.
Units strategically placed downstream from “hot spots” such as gas stations, parking lots and
other industrial/commercial sites containing higher contaminate loadings, give municipalities and
businesses an effective tool for reducing poliutants.

ClearWater BMP CLEANOUT
The frequency of cleaning the ClearWater BMP unit will depend upon the generation of trash and

debris and sediments in your application. Cleanout and preventive maintenance schedules will be
determined based on operating experience unless precise pollutant loadings have been
determined. The unit should be periodically inspected to determine the amount of accumulated
pollutants and to ensure that the cleanout frequency is adequate to handle the predicted pollutant
foad being processed by the ClearWater BMP unit. Cleanouts have been averaging two times per

year in Southern California.

NEW INSTALLATIONS
Check the condition of the unit after every runoff event for the first 90 days. The visual

inspection should ascertain that the unit is functioning properly (no blockages or cbstructions to
infet), measuring the amount of solid materials that have accumulated in the trash collection nets
and the amount of fine sediment accumulated in the settling areas. Schedules for inspections and
cleanout should be based on storm events and pollutant accumulation.
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ONGOING OPERATION

During the rainfall season, the unit should be inspected at least once every 60 days. The
floatables should be removed and the settling areas cleaned when the primary settling chamber is
40%-50% full. If floatables accumulate more rapidly than the settleable solids, the floatables
could be removed using a vactor truck. The trash baskets may need to be emptied more often,
depending on the accumulation of larger trash and debris.

Cleanout of the ClearWater BMP unit at the end of a rainfall season is recommended because of
the nature of poliutants collected and the potential for odor generation from the decomposition of

material being collected and retained.

USE OF SORBENTS
The addition of sorbents is a unigue enhancement capability special to ClearWater BMP units,

enabling increased oil and grease capture efficiencies beyond that obtainable by conventional oil
baffle systems.

RECOMMENDED OIL SORBENTS
The sorbent sock material should be replaced when it is fully discolored and hard from absorbing
hydrocarbons. The sorbent may require disposal as a special or hazardous waste, but will depend

on local and state regulatory reguirements.

CLEANOUT AND DISPOSAL

A vactor truck is recommended for cleanout of the ClearWater BMP unit and can be easily
accomplished in less than 15 minutes for most installations. Standard vactor operations should
be employed in the cleanout of the ClearWater BMP unit. Disposal of material from the
ClearWater BMP unit should be in accordance with the local municipality’s requirements. Disposal
of the decant material to a POTW is recommended. Field decanting to the storm drainage system
is not recommended. Solids can be disposed of in a similar fashion as those materials collected
from street sweeping operations and catch-basin cleanouts.

CONFINED SPACE
The ClearWater BMP unit is in a confined space environment and only properly trained personnel

possessing the necessary safety equipment should enter the unit to perform maintenance or
inspection procedures. Inspections of the components and maintenance procedures can, in most
cases, be accomplished without confined space entry, through manhole access or directly through
the curb inlet.

RECORDS OF I LLATION AND MAINTENARNCE

CLEARWATER SOLUTIONS, INC. recommends that the owner maintain annual records of the
operation and maintenance of the ClearWater BMP unit to document the effective maintenance of
this important component of your storm water management program. The Installation and
Maintenance Record form is suggested and should be retained for a minimum period of three

years.
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**CLEARWATER FILTRATION DEVICES TREAT RUNOFF FROM PUBLIC MONTECITO RANCH ROAD AND MONTECITO WAY. THE TWO PROPOSED PUBLIC ROADWAYS BENEFIT THE LOCAL COMMUNITY
AS A WHOLE, NOT JUST THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION, AND AS A RESULT, THE CLEARWATER BMPS INSTALLED IN THOSE RIGHT—OF—WAYS WILL BE CLASSIFIED IN MAINTENANCE CATEGORY 4. ’ SCALE: 17 = 400"
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